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(Continued from page 122.) 


x 6 mdvta daccew <év .rw> elvat (AB ravra dackwy elvat): ICWI (iow) 
by confusion with KWP (-xwv) led to the reading gdcxwy elvac; the close 
proximity of the syllables, -ew, év, efv-, was in favour of the corruption. In later 
Greek év tow elvai is frequent, eg. Apollon. de Synt. 33, 16 To... Tay 
Neyew . . . ev low éori Tw Taxéws Aéyew. In classical Greek, cf. Eur. /.A. 1199 
ev low yap jv rode; Thuc. 2. 60 év tow ef cai un eveOuunOn; Xen. Cyr. 7. 1. 4 
év tow EmecOa ‘to follow in even line’; Dem. 59. 114 €v Tw tow aiverOu 
weréxouras Ty... ‘sharing equally with. For a similar phrase in Theophrastus 
cf. CP. 1.22.2 wore Tatra pev ev auidokw, mpordedueva dé Tivos dtopirpor, 
This is perhaps nearer palaeographically to the text than Jebb’s gacxew 
elvat <a@yav>. For confusion betw-en K and IC see note on xxx 20. 

7 oixérov xUTpav Envy % Nowada xaratavros, ‘if a slave breaks last year’s 
[or a year-old] pot or dish’ (AB yvrpav elva: }: Leipzig Edd. omit elva: 
Petersen xvtpav madaav 4): cf. Ar. Ran. 985 To tpvBrov TO mepvowov TéOvnxe 
wot, and Theophr. H.P. 4. 4. 4. adinat de pias ouK ex Tov vewy GAN’ ex Tay Evwv 
Kal €Tt maraoréepwv ; Ibid, 3. 4. 6 evos kapmos ‘last year’s fruit, et al.; Dem. 
25. 20 évat dpyat ‘last year’s magistrates’; Hesych. évor of repvowoi apxovres. 
évos eméreos xapmos; Suid. évqv' wadaav. On the corruption of this word in 
MSS see L. and S. 

22-28 [kai ro Srov de... puwaivyra raxv.]: this passage should certainly 
be reckoned as one of the spurious additions. It resembles the others in the 
following features :— 

(1) Use of the Plural referring to the subject of the chapter, cf. iii tous 
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To.ovTous Tav avOpwrwv, vi Epywdas dé eiow of . . . , Vili THY TOLOUTwY avOpwrwy 
and eici d€ of, xv Ta@Y ToLOUTwY. 

(2) ‘Summing-up’ phrases, cf. i rocavras pwvas, ii Kai TO keadaor, iii Tous 
To.ouUTOUS, Vili THv TowwvTwy avOpwrwy, xv TeV ToLWUTwWY, xxvii OvTWS, Xxix Kal 
To OXoyv. 

(3) Naming the Character, cf. i elpwvos (?), ii xoXaka, viii Aovyorro.ouvTes, 
XxXix dpiAorrovnpia. 
(4) Use of 


bearucBat. 


the phrase é€orw ideiv or its equivalent, cf. ii én 


The phrase ro pécov THs Huepas, to which Diels takes exception (Deut 
Littz. ’98, p. 750), is preferred by Herodian to méon yuepa, and also occurs 


below, xxvi 15; cf. also Xen. An. 1. 8. & dn jv peéoov jmépas, et al. But 
‘wuevas would seem to be found nowhere else. 

xiii Q Tov oT paTyyov 7 ported Ow Epwrncat 12. Tl META THY auptov Taparyye Adel 
(so Al): the present is possible, ‘what his orders are for the following day.’ 


¢ 4 
UTO < 
iY 


xiv 8 THS> KUVOS THE Tov yelTovos: insert the article similarly xx 9. 


/ 
‘ 
, 


4 Sy . — 
15 Tu Tawia CTU €avTou. 


should like to 


7 ’ oe , . . , — + 
suggest em’ ’Evveaxpovvov, comparing Isocrates Antid. 287 €mi Tijs 'Evveax pouvov 


ETLX PwVAY amrovinyupevos : for V's ETLY PWV I 


XVI 2 
Wuxovrw olvov: there may have been an early corruption to é7’ évvéa kK pouvwy 
(or xpyvev); the numeral 6 may very likely have been corrupted, for such a 
corruption occurs in the same MS xxiii 21 (twice), xd’ becoming xat deca and 
kata X (for yAtas) xa’ eEaxooius (see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Hermes xxxiii). 
The following corrupt readings of V may be noticed here: xvi 12 adityy 
for -wv (sce Diels l.c.), xx 7 mavovpywyv for -ov, xxiii 24 avrav for -w, xxv 17 
Cnreiv for -wv, xxvi 4 amognvas exer for amodnvacOa (exec for Oar), xxix 14 
diucartnpiw for -ov (Mcicr), xxx 8 é€mi Oeatpwr for émBéutpov, xxx 37 V originally 
read €uuTw for euuTou, 

15 amotpures exdvourtOu (so O): necdlessly changed to exOvcucOu ; cf. 
Pollux 1. 33 mucos AvcutOu, arodvcurBar. 

17 Kdv yAuuKes BudiCovtos avtou <air@ot> (?): I suggest this as an 
alternative to Foss's Cavaxpaywot (from Menand. Fr. §34 K. dv yravk avuxpayn, 
dedoixuuev) ; the resemblance to the preceding avrov might account for the loss. 
But I am unable to find that it is ever used of birds, though Oppian uses it 
of the bleating of a lamb, Cyn. 4.93; of a leopard, Hal. 3. 390; of bulls 
fighting, Cyn. 2. §8; and «tid. 542 of the language of elephants. Homer 
uses it of the noise made by inanimate objects, // 12. 160 xopuOes 3 aud’ 
avov a’revv. Theophrastus is fond of the mock-heroic, eg. dupay x 10, 
amroyuuvwory vii 12, eridn below. 

23 etre Owy eiow Wout) sreduvav Tous "Epuadpodirous OAnv Thy nuépay: 


cf. Menander Geneva Frag. xatudupBavw . Tous Geous oredavoupévous, Tov 
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matépa Qvovr’ évdov. This would seem to confirm the present participle oreavav ; 
OAnv Thv nuépav is a pardonable exaggeration. 


xix 4 nora TavTa e€lvat avTw ouyyevixa appwornuata (O auTw). 
5 éxew yap avTov Kai Tov maTepa Kat Tov mwammov (O avrov, which 
would be possible after cai, but not defore it). 
17 avaBaropuevos eis ayopav ekeAOciv (V avaBaddouevos): the aorist is 
. . . 9 , ‘ ‘ , 4 
more natural here; whereas in xxi 14 avaBadrAouevos de Ooiuariov . . . Kata 


Cf. Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 61 Berriovs yap 
For uncertainty between A and AA cf. 


Thy ayopav mepiratreiv needs no change. 


7 ‘4 , » ] , 
TOWV TOUS Tuyy yvopevous ATETEILTTEYV, 


iii Addit. amwaXarrecOa, xiv 16 éuBareiv. Jebb reads the aorist in both 
passages. 
Xx 5 mepiration: the Ep. Mon. gives the rarer word @yuarion, for 


which the chief authorities are as follows :—Dionys. Chal. (5th cent. B.C.) ap. 
Athen. 15. 668F duuate Byuaticacbe tov aOépa, speaking of the game of 
Kottabos; Polyb. 3. 39. 8 Tatra yap viv BeBnuatiorat Kai ceonueiwrat Kata 
gracious oxTw Oia Pwuaiwy émimuedas; cf. Strabo 7. 7. 4. In these passages 
the meaning is ‘to measure with the feet, by the stride, or metaphorically 
This meaning is obviously derived from Bjua = passus, as in 
Xen. Cyr. 7. 5. 6. orjtya 
. dvo F tpia Byuata, CF. 
According to 


‘with the eye.’ 
Ar. Eg. 77. rocovde 0’ avrot Bijua diaBeBnxoros ; 
Biuara T poiovTes, Anaé, 4. 7. 10 7 PoeT pexev 
Athen. 10. 442B Bnuatiorys, ‘one who measures by paces.’ 
Hesychius Syuari{ew is a Macedonian word. Is it possible that it was used 
colloquially in the latter half of the 4th century at Athens, meaning ‘to take 
a walk’? It has the meaning ‘to walk’ in medieval Greek, eg, Eustath. 
649. 24 ovK ev rage €BnuariCev 7 'Avdpouaxn €mi Tupryov Baivovea, and Id. 
Opusc. 27. 40 xdv BynuariCn . . So Aesop. Fad. 122 
(ed.° Fur.) evOug sjyepOn axorws BnuariCwv (sc. 0 évos). We have the close 
parallel of xxiii 6, where mAcOpiGwy (not found elsewhere) is used in the 
colloquial sense of ‘exaggerating, ‘talking big, this sense being supported 
by the literal use of éxAcOpiGew (Galen) and mA€Opicua (Hesychius and 
Photius), as well as by the‘context. 


. kav €BeAn Tpexer. 


xx 10 ag Cwuov .. . adT@ peXavrépa 4» yor LO aire). 


14 Ort ~uxpov vowp ... 


éoti map’ avtw Aaxkaiov (O aura). 


xxi 5  émiueAnOqvar . . . Gmws a’tTw 6 axoArovos AiBio extra (O aury). 

xxiii 1 mpocdoxia ris ayaOav ovx dvtwy (so O: edd. mpormoinais) : 
mpordoxia seems to occur nowhere else in the sense of ‘acceptance, taking to 
oneself, assumption,’ but need not necessarily be rejected. Cf. Hesychius 
mpordexerat’ mpoomoira, and see L. and S. s.vv. mpocdoxy and mapadoxy ; 


for the form cf. dwpodoxia and evodoxia (Meisterhans supports the x). 
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3 dupyeicBar . . . ws ToAAa ypnuata a’tw éotw (O avrois, edd. aire): 
a similar correction of the breathing should be made in lines 14, 15, 18 and 32. 


xxiv 16 Tw maw ouvrata,... awvat avira eis Aovyoyv (O alro). 
‘ YP ‘ Y ‘ 


xxv 2 ev Pow or ev PoBow (O eudoBos): all the quotations for EudoBos 
in the sense of ‘frightened’ are late, eg. LXX Maccadb. 1. 13. 2. For the 
prepositional phrase in the definition cf. xxvii et al. 


xxvi I... elvat 9 OdAvyapxia dirapyia Tis isyvos Kai KEépdous yALyoueny 
(O tryupas xépdous): the Papyrus fragment (Oxyrh. Papp. iv no. 699, early 3rd 
cent. A.D.) reads taxvos followed by an obscure letter which Professor Smyly 
kindly informs me may be «._ The rest of the line is torn away, but xat xépdous 
would just fill the gap. Jebb had conjectured tryvos ov xépdous. 

2 odvyapyixos (O odyapyos): here again it is a question of letter-space 
in the Papyrus; but Professor Smyly is rather inclined to prefer oAvyapyicos, 
which agrees with Casaubon’s conjecture. [For the corruption cf. H. Richards 
on Xen. Hell. 6. 2. 39, Xenophon and Others p. 182.] 

22 we ayapirtov éots <TO> TOU veuovros Kat diWovTos, ‘how thankless the 
task is of the man who has to pay’: cf. To rs TUxns viii 25. This is simpler 
than Ast’s <rto AyOos wai aed. The meaning ‘thankless’ would seem to 
be supported by Xen. Anad. 1. 9. 18 ef Tis Te a’tw mporrugartt Kaas 
UINPETHTELEY, ovdevt. TwWTOTE axapirTov eluce THY 7 poOuuiay, ‘. .. im no case did 
he ever allow zeal to go unrewarded’; and Lys. 21 12. €uot ayapiora elvat 
Ta eis Uuas avnAwueva, 

24 ws aicyiveta . . . Stav wapaxaOyTai Tis uiTw (O avr). 

» 

xxviii 1 Gaywyn \Wuxins is perhaps nearer to aywv tis \Wuxns (so O) than 
Casaubon’s aywyn ris Wuxis: for the omission of ris cf. xiv and xxv. init. 

22 TN yup auTou yuvaixt 0 0 ef Hs mawov auTw ryevva, T pets xXuAKous els 
Ovov didwar cai te Wuxpe Aoveba avayxaCer avtnv Tod LlocWewvos oonuépa 
(V ... madiov aitw . .. AoverOau avayKxaCe Ty Tov oredavos jucpa): €& od is 
an unnecessary change; for e£ of the mother cf. Dem. 44. 26, and translate 
‘by whom he is getting himself a child,’ icc. she is pregnant, which increases 
the imputed cruelty. For avrny corrupted to ty cf. V’s tw for avrw in xxix 
13. Sce also Jannaris Hist. Gr. Gram. § 530. For haplography in AB see 
note on viii 26. 4 ’Aqpoditns juépa was used in Christian times for ‘ Friday’ 
(Clem. Alex. 877): this and similar phrases may have helped the corruption. 

29 <TO> Kax@s Aéyew amoxad@v wappnoiay . . . 


xxx 3 duveirucOu mapa Eévou map’ avta Kxatadvovros (V avr@). 
20 meéTpw muvduxu eloxexpounevw: this is nearer than Casaubon’s éyxe- 
kpoveuevw to Al's exxexpovruevw (EIC, as often, became EK; cf. Ab’s ex tis 
oixias for eis Tv oixiuy vii 18) and Meisterhans vouches for the form without c: 
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cf. Pherecr. ap. Poll. 10. 79 AaBovoa mev Tis Xotvixos Tov Tuvoak’ ele poucey. 
eyxpovw has a different meaning, cf. iv 29 and Ar. Vesp. 130 ‘to knock’ nails 
‘into’ something. 

39 7 po Xpovov Twos aToonunta wa 7 poTreunyy 7 pos popay (so V): all 
edd. insert w after tva. May we keep the MS reading and translate ‘so 
that he may send a present deforehand [instead of taking it himself on the 
proper day]’? This would enable the aicyxpoxepdys to get off with a cheaper 
present. For this use of mpo- cf. mpoarooreAXew xxiv 13 and mpockoreicOu 
xxv 15. Th. apparently coins compounds ii 22, vii 19, xiii 18, xix 23, 
xxvii 14, XxIx 20, xxx 29 (bis). 

J. M. EDMONDs. 


Repton. 











CATVLLVS II?. 


IN the second poem of Catullus, verses 9 and 10: 


tecum ludere sicut ipsa possem 


et tristis animi leuare curas, 


are followed by three: 


tam gratum est mihi quam ferunt puellae 


pernici aureolum fuisse malum 


quod zonam soluit diu ligatam,’ 


which, in spite of the inappropriateness” of the simile, some scholars have 


attempted to join with them. 


Grammatical justification for the indicative est has 


been half-heartedly offered,® or possem has been changed to fosse,' or to passer} 


or to possum, or, on the theory of a lacuna,’ such a verse as 


tecum ludere sic ut ipsa ludit © 


has been proposed for insertion between lines 10 and 11, or est has been either 


replaced by zd® or ejected that the reader might supply mentally a foret)° or tam 


gratum est has been altered to gratum sit,’ or, finally, a lacuna of more than one 
‘line has been assumed.” Others, feeling that verses 1-10 make a unit and have 


1 My text is that of the 1904 edition of Ellis. Well 
known editions I cite by page. 

2 Compare Baehrens (I use the Baehrens-Schulze 
edition), Comm. p. 80, especially the words: ‘mala 
Atalantae tulerunt nuptias: quid auicula Catullo? 
non (quod expectares) Lesbiae amorem, quo iam 
gaudet ille quamquam etiamtunc cum curis mixto, sed 
solacium : quae comparatio est ridicula.” Palmer, 
Hermath. iii. p. 302, offers the best defence that I 
have found. 

S Ellis, Comm. p. 6; Baehrens, Comm. p. 80. 
Riese, p. §, is, however, satisfied with the parallels 
adduced. 

* Voss. Odbserv. p. 7; Owen, p. 150. 

® Housman, according to Postgate, p. 2. 

® birt, Comment. Cat. Tertius, pp. v ff., and 
Philol. 1904, pp. 426-428. Although one must 
admire the ingenuity that Birt shows in these articles, 
he seems to me to play a sorry joke on Lesbia 
when he makes vss. 9-13 a tocus of hers to which 
recart in vs. 6 refers. However carus a tocus con- 
taining such sentiments might be to Catullus the 
lover, as a poet he could hardly welcome the text 
that Birt gives him. Not to mention the pointless 


presence of ipsa (=domina) before his emendation 
possum and his interpretation of line 8, the explana- 
tions: (p. vi) ‘sperat enim poeta Lesbiam a lusu 
uenusto quem cum passere habeat, mox eo progres- 
suram ut zonam diu ligatam religet et ipsa,’ and 
(p. x) ‘ad zonam denique soluendam propensiorem 
reddet Lesbiam lusus hic quem gerit cum passere’ 
speak, it seems to me, their own condemnation. 

7Cf. Huschke, Anal. Lit. p. 67; Pfeiffer, Symé. 
Cat. p. 20, note. 

© Ellis, Comm. p. 6; cf. text (1878), p. 7: ‘dixerat 
fortasse peream nisi tecum ludere tam gratum est.’ 
Merrill, p. 5. 

¥ E.g. by Heyse, p. 4, and Uschner, p. 4. 

10 Doering, p. 3; Hand, Oés. Crit. p. 41; Sillig, 
p. 6; Pohl, Spec. Lect. Cat. p. 25; Conington, acc. 
to Ellis (1904 ed.), note on II. 11. 

" Palmer, Hermath. iii. p. 301. 

' Frohner, PAzlo/. xiv. p. 575: ‘die mangelnden 
Verse vor fam gratumst standen (weil obscén) schon 
hier nicht mehr.’ For such a lacuna we have the 
dubious testimony of Alex. Guarinus and of Perreius, 
acc. to Lachmann (1829 ed.), p. 2. Schulze, p. 5, 
notes a marginal sign in O. 
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a perfectly satisfactory close,’ have deemed the following three lines a fragment, 
and seek to unite it with other verses of the poet, with poem XXXVIIIL.,’ or with 


the three lines that constitute xiv”. :° 


si qui forte mearum ineptiarum 
lectores eritis manusque uestras 
non horrebitis admouere nobis, 


assuming, then, that the new six-line poem belonged either before 11.‘ or 


after 11. 1-10.° One scholar has even ventured to claim a place for it after 


Il. 15.’ 


But no ingenuity has made the simile a natural’ addition to xIv°,* and we 


would gladly spare Catullus such a succession of tenses ° 
Upon the whole, the view that Il. 11-13 are the fragment of a 


Earle '' proposed 


as we should have in 
eritis and est. 
lost poem ' of the Lesbia-cycle would seem the most probable. 
to make it a four-line poem by prefixing passer deliciae meae puellae, the verse 
which some expel from Ill. 4. The repetition of pxuel/ae would, of course, 
explain why the line might be omitted, but, not to speak of the grammatical 
objection, the principle of wariatio,” which seems to be observed in the first 
fourteen poems of Catullus, would be broken, since we should then have three 
sparrow-songs in succession.’* 

If the fundamental requisite of a poet’s simile is that the thing compared 
shall resemble that to which it is compared, the subject of the erotic poem to 
which I should assign this fragment is not quite beyond our ken. Catullus says 
that the golden apple brought about the union of Atalanta and her lover. In his 
own love-affair, then, we must find something that brought about his union with 
Lesbia. Evidently that will be what he terms as gratum to him as the ma/um 
was to Atalanta. His own verses tell us of the initial difficulties which he had in 
meeting his married mistress. These were finally removed by Allius, whose great 
services he cannot refrain from celebrating in Lxvur’. 1 f.: 

non possum reticere, deae, qua me Allius in re 
ijuuerit aut quantis iuuerit officiis, 


weigh with me such interpretations as those of 
Baehrens, Comm. p. 81, and of Benoist, p. 362. Cf. 


1The words of Westphal, p. 51: ‘Man wird 
zugeben mussen dass jeder weitere Vers, der noch 
hinzukommen wiirde, der Schonheit des Gedichtes 
Abbruch thun miisste,’ have my cordial assent. 

* Froehlich, 4dh. d. 1. Cl. ad. k. Ak. d. Wiss. V. 
Bd. iii. Abth. p. 1. 

*Pleitner, Des. Q. V. Cat. Hochzettgesanege, pp. 
90-91, note, shows how the separation might have 
arisen. Cf. Siiss, Catudliana, 1. pp. 2 ff. 

* Pleitner, p. 90, note; Schwabe, Quaest. Cat. 
p. 298, and others. 

*Siiss, Catudliana, 1. p. 2; Baehrens (text, 1876 


Schmidt, p. cix. 

®*xiv°. may be the beginning (Siiss, Cafu//tana, 1. 
p. 3) of a lost introductory poem. See von Leutsch, 
PAil. xxxv. p. 695. Westphal, p. 200, would connect 
it with the poems to Furius and Aurelius. 

¥ Richter, Catudliana, p. 1, and Baehrens, Comm. 
p. 81, have done their best to support this sequence. 

10 Cf. Munro, Crit. and Eiuc. p. 9. 

NM Rev. de Phil. 1903, p. 270. 

12 Westphal, pp. 2 ff. ; Stiss, Catud/iana, 1. p. 28; 








ed.), p. §; Benoist, p. 361. 

® Weise, Zur Arittk des Catull, p. 17. 

The objections of Pohl, Lect. Cat. Spec. pp. 
21-22; Scholl, Fleckeisen’s Jahrducher, cxxi. p. 495; 
Richter, Catud/iana, p. 1, and Riese, p. 5, far out- 


Harnecker, Aettrag zur Erkidrung des Catull, pp. 
3-4- 

18 Spengel also (acc. to Ellis, Text ed. 1878, p. 7) 
thought that its subject was the sparrow. Cf. Schmidt, 
Prol. p. xcvil. 
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and in 109 f.: 
hoc tibi, quod potui, confectum carmine munus 
pro multis, Alli, redditur officiis. 


How sore his need had been appears from 23 ff. : 


hic, uelut in nigro iactatis turbine nautis 
lenius aspirans aura secunda uenit 

iam prece Pollucis, iam Castoris implorata, 
tale fuit nobis Allius auxilium 


in conjunction with 103 ff. 


nec tamen illa mihi dexstra deducta paterna 
fragrantem Assyrio uenit odore domum, 

sed furtiua dedit mira munuscula nocte, 
ipsius ex ipso dempta uiri gremio. 


The auxilium which Allius bore him consisted in introducing him to some 
matrona, at whose house he met Lesbia on that mzra nocte and, no doubt, often 
later. See 27 ff.: 


is clausum lato patefecit limite campum, 
isque domum nobis isque dedit dominam,’ 
ad quam communes exerceremus amores, 
quo mea se molli candida diua pede 
intulit ... 


Compare also 90-92. 

If, then, we have in 11°. a poem of gratitude, set between the two sparrow- 
songs, it makes a pleasing -variety in subject matter. The comparison drawn 
between the auxilium*® and the malum would, of course, be even closer for 
Lesbia than for Catullus, if poems LXXXIII. and XCII., which apparently ante- 
date the mira nox, when compared with v. and VII, which surely postdate it, 
justify the belief that she did not feel the full force of her passion for Catullus 
until this auxi/ium had removed the irritating difficulties of their earlier associa- 
tion ; for Theocritus, 111. 42, says that it was at sight of the apple*® that Atalanta 
és Babuy dar’ épwra, But I should hardly venture the theory that this poem, 
11°., stood in Lesbia’s name. If one begrudges the recipient of the long, formal 
poem LXxvill°., these earlier verses of gratitude, composed, I imagine, at the time 
that the service was performed, they are not too indelicate to bestow on that /enomia 
domina, on whose head Catullus calls down blessings in 115-116: 


seitis felices et tu simul et tua uita, 
et domus in qua olim lusimus et domina. 


1 I subscribe fully to the views of Postgate in the various suggestions as to the actual words in the pre- 
Journ. of Phil. xvii. p. 252. ceding line or lines are possible. 

* We need not, of course, insist on this particular * Ovid, however, makes Atalanta already in love 
noun, nor, in fact, on a noun-construction at all; with Hippomenes. fet. x. 635. 
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The poet would then be showing his benefactress that gratitude which Hippo- 
menes (or Milanion) failed to accord to his, the goddess Venus, with such tragic 


results.’ 


If the reader is to see in LI. 15-16, 


otium et reges prius et beatas | perdidit urbes, 


an allusion to the fatal love of Paris for Menelaus’ wife,? and a subtle significance 


in the comparison of Lesbia’s love to that of Laodamia in LXVIII. 33 ff.,° he 


may suspect that in this reference to the myth of Atalanta our poet was similarly 


half-conscious that he was courting Nemesis, the Rhamnusia uirgo, as well as his 


candida diua, Lesbia. 


University of Pennsylvania, 


1 Servius on the Aen. ili. 113. 
? Westphal, p. 49. 


WALTON BROOKS MCDANIEL, 


* This is perhaps dubious. Cf. Merrill, p. 185, note 


on 73-130. 








ON SOME FRAGMENTS OF MAECENAS. 


MAGNI uir ingenii fuerat (Maecenas) si illud egisset uia rectiore, si non 
uitasset intellegi, si non etiam in oratione difflueret. uidebis itaque eloquentiam 
ebrii hominis inuolutam et errantem et licentiae plenam. MAECENAS DE CVLTV 
SVO.* quid turpius ‘amne siluisque ripa comantibus?’ uide ut§ ‘alueum 
lyntribus arent uersoque uado+ remittant hortos. quid? si quis ‘feminae 
cincinnos** crispat et labris columbatur incipitque suspirans, ut ceruice lassa 
fanantur nemoris tyranni. ‘inremediabilis factio rimantur epulis lagonaque 
temptant domos et spe mortem exigunt.’ SEN. Epp. cxiv 4-5 (as printed in 
Hense’s edition). 

* litteris non uncialibus BA: interpolatori tribuit Hirzel Dial. 2. 6°. 
t+ uada BA, corr. o. vemittunt a et ut uid. B. 


§uide ut Senecae dedit Harder. 
** cinno BA, cincinno S, -os Haase, cirros, Harder. 


An evil star seems to watch over the passages cited by ancient critics 
We find it hard to 
follow Aristophanes when he ridicules lines of Euripides simply because they 
We that 
Caper cited from Cicero’s own letters examples of 


as specimens of a style which they wish to censure. 


possess a penthemimeral caesura. know the grammarian Flauius 


a word, the existence of 
the Thirteenth Philippic, 
was the solecism he tries 


Latina the orator had denied in 
and there is reason to doubt if comtumeltam facere 


which zz lingua 
to make it out in the Third. A glance at Conington’s notes on Persius I. 92 sgq. 
will shew that opinions differ greatly as to the exact point of much of the 
ridicule And I think 
anyone who tries to translate the Maecenas fragments as printed above will 
feel that such a style, more suggestive of the Hisperica famina than of the 
Latin of the Augustan period, merits something stronger than the censure 
Seneca gives it. 


which the satirist casts upon the lines he quotes. 


I believe however that the copyists are responsible for a good deal of 
the difficulty. Take for instance the fragment beginning /feminae cincinnos. 
That an effeminate person is described is clear enough, but with the word 
ut ceruice we begin to get into difficulties. Hense ad loc. quotes from Buecheler: 
‘Locus describit trossulum amatorem mollem: cf. Pers. 1. 98 (ubi /ara) ut 
tenellum furentis libidine ac uagantis amatoris suspirium uideas pingi. fanatici 
sunt cerui similesue ferae nemorales,’ and adds ‘Gad/os potius interpretatur 
nemorts tyrannos Norden’ (A.K.P. 1. 294). 


over the difficulty of the verb fanantur. 


Neither of these explanations gets 
Buecheler’s seems the less objectionable 
I cannot believe that any Latin author would expect his readers 
to guess that ‘lords of the grove’ meant priests of Cybele: a writer like 


of the two. 
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Maecenas might very possibly venture to describe stags by that periphrasis. 
But is it certain that we are to understand Maecenas as the author of these 
words? If not, the probability of memoris tyrannos being in some way corrupt 
is distinctly worth considering. 

In spite of the hints dropped by Juvenal, Suetonius and others, the weaknesses 
of Maecenas’ character would hardly have attracted our notice but for their 
frequent mention in Seneca, whose attacks on the glorious patron of Vergil 
and Horace were not forgotten by Dryden in an indictment of the philosopher 
which Diderot answers in a long note to his famous Essaz sur les régnes, etc. 
In this particular letter, where the minister of Augustus is chosen as a manifest 
example of one whose morals were reflected to his style, the effeminacy of both 
is the leading thought. Delicatus he calls him in §4, mollts, non mitis in §7: 
etiam in ovatione diffiuit he implies in the extract printed at the head of 
this paper. So in Epp. 19. 9 he says of Maecenas ‘magnum exemplum 
Romanae eloquentiae daturus, nisi illum eneruasset felicitas, immo castrasset.’ 
That Augustus had ridiculed the mo//ttza of his minister's style we know from 
Suetonius and Macrobius. 

Suetonius’ account is of great help towards the interpretation of our passage. 
Cacozelos, he says, ‘exagitabat’ (Augustus), especially Maecenas, ‘culus myro- 
brechis, ut ait, cincinnos usque quaque persequitur’ (Aug. 87). The epithet 
uirilis is constantly applied by writers on style to such words as composttio 
sermo or oratio, to denote that the things so denoted eschew all but legitimate 
ornament. Mere prettiness on the other hand, as opposed to real beauty, is 
regarded as unmanly, and branded with such adjectives as fener, mollis and 
effeminatus. Cp. esp. Quint. 5. 12. 18 and 19. Cicero had used cincinni 
along with the very feminine /fucus to denote this failing, and Augustus very 
naturally applied the term to the affected, coquettish style of Maecenas. 

Is it a mere coincidence that in what the editors regard as one of the 
very few fragments of Maecenas’ work which Fortune has bequeathed us, we 
find not merely a description of a fop like Maecenas, but the very word céncinni 
which Augustus applied to his mannerisms of language? For my own part I 
think such a coincidence extremely improbable, and prefer to suppose that 
we have here Seneca’s comments on the Maecenas quotation amne—hortos. 
On the quotation (or quotations) which follow this passage Seneca appends 
the comment: ‘When you read such a style, don't you at once realise that 
this is the man whose laxity of dress was a by-word at Rome?’ Some such 
comment I believe is contained in the words we are now considering. 

Another consideration points the same way. The words guid st guts 
which precede the supposed quotation can hardly be regarded as yielding a 
satisfactory meaning. Before going into this it will be well to consider the 
words which introduce the preceding quotations (or, as I believe, quotation). 
The construction of amne is surely exceedingly bold. In the Senecan context 
it is the abl. of comparison after ¢urpius: in the original passage of Maecenas 
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That Seneca of all men 
would have tried to burn the candle at both ends in this inelegant way seems 
to me highly improbable. I believe guid turpius is a question complete in itself 
and that the reference is not forward, to the quotation that follows, but back, to 
Probably we 
ought to read ‘guo quid turpius?’: the words ‘Maecenas de cultu suo’ are 


it was probably one of accompanying circumstances. 


the description which Seneca has just given of Maecenas’ style. 


almost certainly interpolated! and may well be responsible for the expulsion 
Much the same difficulty arises in reference to what Hense 
regards as the second quotation: he must explain the subjunctives arent 
and vemitiant as representing, in the construction which Seneca has given 
the sentence, an original avant, remittunt of Maecenas. 


of a_ word. 


I do not know on 
what grounds Harder assigned the words ude ut to the quotation, but 
I believe he was right: such a course removes a second difficulty—the 
inadequacy of that phrase to denote the strong disapproval which Seneca 
evidently feels. We have now reached our passage again, and must decide 
whether the words ‘quid? si quis feminae cincinnos crispat’ can possibly mean 
‘Again, can we approve of anyone writing “he curls his hair as though ’twere 
a woman’s”?’ or require emendation. I certainly prefer the latter alternative. 
And once we recognise that the whole passage is spoken by Seneca, emendation 
is easy. 


read for it guzs is not very material.? 


St quis is a corruption of sic uzr: whether we keep guid? or 
‘Would anyone who deserved the name 
of man give way to such feminine tricks?’ ‘Ite nunc,’ says the philosopher's 
father (Contr. 1. pr. 9), ‘et in istis uulsis atque expolitis et nusquam nisi in 
libidine uiris quaerite oratores, having just before said tnat these people care 
only ‘capillos frangere et ad muliebros blanditias extenuare uocem, mollitia 
corporis certare cum feminis. ‘ Haec fierent, si testiculi uena ulla paterni uiueret 
in nobis?’ says Persius (1. 103 599.). 

But what of /famantur? Buecheler has done good service in pointing out 
the /axa ceruice of the Persius passage. Zara must be read, but the 
picture is rather that of Lucretius’ Venus ‘tereti ceruice reposta’ or Catullus’ 
‘adplicansque collum iucundum os oculosque sauiabor’: in other words, for 
Janantur read sauiatur. This will of course necessitate altering ut to et. 
That zncipitqgue suspirans is wrong is also clear: the Lucretius passage suggests 
inhiatque, but I do not feel on firm ground here. 

And now before we deal with memoris tyranni, it will be well to examine 
the next quotation. Neither Buecheler nor Norden have troubled to say what 
an irremedtabilis factio could be, and I am quite unable to form any conception 
of it that is consistent with the rimantur epulis here predicated of it. The 
key to the passage lies, I think, in the last words: the revellers by refusing 

1The words de cultw suit the context in Seneca 
rather than the sentences quoted; besides, the use of 
a title implies a continuous extract rather than several 
selected sentences, and is surely inadmissible when 


such comments as guid furpius etc. are interpolated 
between those sentences. 


20On the whole I prefer guis. Cp. Cicero's 
criticism of Antonius’ phrase ‘contumeliam facere: 
quis sic loquitur?’ (PAz/. 3. 22). The confusion 
of c and qu is extremely common in the Senecan 
MSS. 
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ON SOME FRAGMENTS OF MAECENAS 


to look on the dark side of life drive away all thoughts of death. Death is 
an idea which the word inremediabtlis suits admirably, and all we want is 
some word denoting it with which the adjective can be taken. Such a word 
presents itself in the word ‘¢yrannt which the editors have assigned to the 
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previous quotation: it obviously may denote the king of the realm below, and 
the application to him of the epithet tnvemediabilis is no bolder than we 
may expect of Maecenas: see more on this below. As for the word on which 
the genitive depends, that too must be borrowed from what has hitherto been 
regarded as the preceding quotation: memoris is no doubt a corruption for 
memores, which, if factzo is really sound, agrees with it by the same sense 
construction as justifies rimantur immediately afterwards. I believe however 
that the o of facto represents a Q. of some capital MS, and that what Maecenas 
wrote was fatigue. Nor does this exhaust the corruptions of the passage, for 
domos should surely be modos: the comtssatio would be incomplete without 
its music. 

And now, in conclusion, a word or two as to the peculiarities which Seneca 
means these quotations to illustrate. Maecenas was affected, licentious and 
effeminate. The first two failings were reflected in his bold use of words and 
the intentional disorder in which he sometimes arranged them. In $7 Seneca 
says ‘haec uerba tam improbe structa ... tam contra consuetudinem omnium 
In the memores tyranni sentence I think Seneca disapproved of the 
use of invremediabilis and In the first extract, I take it that the 
reference is to people rowing on water which reflects quite clearly the foliage 
of the trees upon the banks, and M. has avoided the natural order, ‘siluis 


posita.’ 
rimart. 


amne ripaque comantibus’ by using gue in a manner familiar to us mainly 
from certain lines from the odes of Horace. Quintilian (9. 4. 28) speaks of 
hyperbata ‘quae in hoc ipsum petuntur ut exultent atque lasciuiant, and he 
illustrates at once from Maecenas with sentences like ‘sdle &t aurora riibént 
plirima, ne exsequias quidem idnis intér miscrrimds uldér¢m méas.’ From 
order of words to questions of rhythm is a short step. In the fragments of 
Maecenas his love for a rhythm in which cretic feet predominate is unmistakeable. 
So in the Quintilian citations,’ and a sentence given by Servius on Aen. 8. 310 
(‘dulcis ijuGntaé rédicit bbna’), whilst of the Seneca passages the first begins 
with three, the third? concludes with four, and the second contains a series of 
four and perhaps® five cretics. I do not know that any of the ancient critics 
definitely tells us that such a tendency was regarded as a sign of modll:tia, 
but when we reflect that it was to the rhythm that they looked first for such 
evidence and that the Sencca citations at any rate must in some way or other 
be intended to reflect the notorious effeminacy of Maecenas, we can hardly 


help drawing such an inference. And this will render more intelligible some 


the statement in the text is based seem sound 
enough. 

* Five if fatigue be read for factro: ‘ Uqué rimantir 
Epiills lagonaqué témptint mddés.’ 


‘A third passage given by him Lc. runs ‘inter 
sacra | mouit aqua | fraxinos.’ 

"It is not printed above, 
The last six words 


and secms very 
however on which 


corrupt. 








ON SOME FRAGMENTS OF MAECENAS 


words used by Seneca in the earlier part of the letter. Speaking there of 
varieties of explicatio he stigmatises as infracta the kind that is ‘in morem 
ducta.” It is of course in the Plautine cantica that cretic metres 
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cantici 
abound. 


The passage as amended will run: 

uidebis itaque eloquentiam ebrii hominis inuolutam et errantem et licentiae 
plenam. [MAECENAS DE CVLTV SVO] quo quid turpius? ‘amne siluisque 
ripa comantibus uide ut alueum lyntribus arent uersoque uado remittant 
hortos. quis sic uir feminae cincinnos crispat et labris columbatur 
+ incipitque suspirans et ceruice laxa sauiatur? 


inremediabilis fatique rimantur epulis lagonaque, temptant modos et 


‘memores tyranni 


spe mortem exigunt.’ 
WALTER C. SUMMERS. 


Sheffield. 
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NOTES ON MANILIVS II. AND IIL. 


IN the Classical Quarterly, vol. ii. No. 2, reviewing Breiter’s recent text of 
the Astronomica, together with Housman’s edition of Book i., 1 made a number 
of suggestions of my own on some of the principal difficulties in the text and 
interpretation of Manilius. I did not, however, bring my notes down beyond 
Book i. In the present paper I propose to traverse some of the more thorny 
places of ii. and iii. I shall try to make what I have to say to some extent 
a continued review of Breiter (and even of Housman). 


BOOK II. 
1-5. Maximus Iliacae gentis certamina uates. 
Et quinquaginta regum regemque patremque 
3.  tHectoreamque facitt tutamque sub Hectore Troiam 
i. 766.  castra tducum et caelit uictamque sub Hectore Troiam 
4. erroremque ducis totidem quot uicerat annis 


instantis pelago... . 
7. ore sacro cecinit. 


That 3 and i. 766 are alternative versions of the same line is now 
generally agreed. So both Housman and Breiter. And that wuzctamgue and 
not éu/amque is the true reading scems certain from uzcerat in 4: so Br. Housm.: 
although Bechert clings to tutamgue. But what are we to make of such 
variants as 

ne facit 
castra ducum et caeli? 


I fancy that there underlies facst and et caeli an original et sati=et satum = 
aestatum: and that Manilius wrote 


castra decem aestatum uictamque sub H. Troiam. 


totidem annis in 4 echoes decem aestatum just as utcerat echoes uictamque. 
satt at 3 was very easily emended to /actt, and more audaciously at 
i, 766 to cacli—which Breiter keeps. Hectoreamgue in 3 probably arose from 
an accidental transposition of Hectore Trotam from the end to the beginning 
of the line, causing the complete loss of castra decem et. 
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7-8. patria quae iura petentem 
dum dabat eripuit 


176 





I had some time ago conjectured here 
patriam cui cura potentum 


(potentum = regum quorum cliens erat Homerus): but I now find that Housman 
has anticipated this, save that he writes petentum. 


72. nec sua dispositos seruarent sidera cursus. 


Breiter retains sua: but if his reason for doing so is no better than 
Bechert’s, I should think him ill-advised. I would write stata: Plin. NH. 
18. 29. 69 ‘stati cursus siderum.’ See however Housman C.2. xiv. p. 31. 


87. nec minus est quaerenda fides. 


nimis, Bentley, and most editors. Perhaps procul: minus may be due to a 
suprascript eminus, Breiter reads comminus after Scaliger: but a connecting 
particle is wanted. 


105-115. 
quis dubitet post haec hominem coniungere caelo? 
teximiumt natura dedit linguamque capaxque 
ingenium uolucremque animum, quem denique in unum 
descendit deus atque habitat seque ipse requirit. 
mitto alias artes quarum est permissa facultas 
infidas adeo nec nostri munera census, 
mitto quod aequali nihil est sub lege tributum, 
quod patet auctores summi non pectoris esse, 
mitto quod et certum est et ineuitabile fatum, 
materiaeque datum est cogi sed cogere mundo. 
quis caelum possit nisi caeli munere nosse 
et reperire deum nisi qui pars ipse deorum est? 


III. pectoris scripsi: corporis codd. The confusion is one of the com- 
monest: cf. eg. i. 720: ii. 254. ‘The authorities on the subject are not men 
of consummate talents.’ In no passage of Manilius is it more difficult to seize 
the connection of thought. Yet I doubt whether any line is to be ejected, and 
to eject with Jacob 111-113 is to ruin the passage entirely. The much-vexed 
eximium (eximum M) is, I suspect, the ovzgo mals. I would write 106-107 
thus: 

eximo quod’ natura dedit linguamque capaxque 
ingenium uolucremque animum, gwod denique in unum. 


The argument will then proceed as follows: ‘Who could hesitate to connect 
leximo quod became eximiog., and the -q was passage I now think that exémum perhaps stands for 


then omitted metri gratia; eximiam followed, for consiiium=csilium=exthum. Cf. consilium in 4. 900 
which eximium is a mere blunder. Keviewing this (a closely parallel passage). 
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NOTES ON MANILIVS BOOK II 177 


man with heaven? I set aside the fact that nature has given him speech 
and talent and mind, that in man alone the god dwells and seeks himself in 
man’s seekings of him (105-108): I say nothing of other arts which have 
been allowed to us that are uncertain and beyond our competence (109-110): 
I say nothing of the fact that the disposition of things is ill-adjusted and that 
the authorities to guide us are of inferior talents: I say nothing of the fact 
that fate is sure and inevitable and that it belongs to matter to endure, and 
to mundus to exercise, compulsion (111-114): but how could man come to 
know the heavens and to discover god unless he were a part of god?’ (115-116). 
The real difficulty lies obviously in 111-114. Apart from these lines everything 
is plain sailing. Man’s study of the heavens is in itself a sufficient proof 
that he partakes of the divine: and other indications of the same fact, eg. his 
possession of speech and intelligence and various arts may be left aside [what 
the znfidas artes are is doubtful]. In 111-114 among these ‘other indications’ 
of man’s participation in the divine are reckoned the facts (1) that the 
order of the world is confusing (111), (2) that the guides to the study of it 
are poor, (3) that while fate is sure and inevitable matter is compelled, mundus 
(=deus) compels. The meaning of 113-114 can only be that man, despite 
fate, is not mere matertes, but somehow shares in the compelling power, the 
cogency, of the mundus. I understand 111-112 to mean that a proof of man’s 
relation to the divine is the fact that though he can rely only on poor auctores 
he yet surmounts the difficulties of a world where aeguali nihil est sub lege 
tributum. The passage is no doubt one of many which never received Manilius’ 
ultima manus. 


333-334- 
quadrati si forte uoles effingere formam, 


aut trinis paribus facies #« membra trigoni. 


334. ¢% scripsi: cum codd, For the position of tw cf. Lucret. 2. 492 
(‘si forte uoles’.. .+495 (‘si ¢w forte uoles’): or Hor. Odes, i. 9. 16 ‘nec 
dulces amores sperne puer neque tu choreas.’ 


358. 
guin dubia alternis data sunt commercia signis. 
quin dubia scripsi: dubtague G duuague or diutaque M: i.e. u for 6. See note 
on i. 40. 


433-4. 
his animaduersis rebus quae proxima cura 
noscere tutelas adiectaque numina signis. 


Both Bechert and Breiter print a note of interrogation at cura: betraying, 
I think, a lamentable want of feeling for the language. guae proxtma cura 
must, as Scaliger saw, be parenthetic. Bentley, recognising this, altered vebus 
NO. VII. VOL. Il. M 
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to vestat, which is palaeographically unsatisfactory, and makes guae proxima 


cura somewhat tautologous. For vedus I would suggest dedes. 


501-503. 
libra suos sequitur sensus solumque uidendo 
lanigerum atque animo complexa est Scorpion infra. 
ille uidet pisces auditque per omnia libram. 
501. ‘sensus uocat hic auditum, says Scaliger. No: sequitur suum 
auditum would be nonsense when the sense demands suos sequitur sontitus. 


Libra 
listens to no one’s advice but her own: exactly as Aries is said at 485 to 


sensus is here used in its meaning of ‘opinion, ‘view, and = consilza. 
be constlium ipse suum which=neminem audit. 
5 20. 


quin aduersa meant tetiam? trigona trigonis. 


-que is the most palpable stopgap. Yet Bechert reads it. 
Nearer to the MSS. would be soczata. 
again, cognata (=Qnata) ¢trigona at 578. 


etiam’ G: 


Breiter writes conzuncta. Manilius has, 


534-535. quo mirer ab illis 


nascentis Librae superari posse trigonum. 


‘nascentis suspectum, says Bechert: ingentis Bentley, Jacob: /ulgentis 


Pingré. I would suggest armentzs. 


592-600. 
at quanta est scelerum moles per saecula cuncta 
quamque onus inuidiae non excusabile terris! 
imposuit Phocbus noctem terrasque rcliquit. 
uenalis ad fata patres matrumque sepulcra 
quid loquar euersas urbes ct prodita templa 


in populo scelus est. 

Between 593 and 594 there has bcen lost, I think, some such line as 
quid loquar ut subitam sceleratis gentibus olim, 

and between 594 and 595 a line of this sort: 
quid loquar infectos fraterno sanguine fratres? 


106-115 is just such another cataloguc of things which Manilius finds 
it unnecessary to mention,! since he has a crowning and self-sufficient argument. 
It is unnecessary to mention the crimes famous in ancient mythology and 


1In that passage, too, some of the difficulties may come from omissions. One or more lines beginning 


mitto guod may very well have drgpped out. 
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among the great families: crime we have always with us: i” populo scelus est. 
594 can hardly be sound as it stands. 


uenalis ad fata patres ad stupraque matres 


is violent, but gives something like the sense required. 


77 2--77 5: 
ac uelut in nudis cum surgunt montibus urbes, 
conditor et uacuos muris circumdare colles 
destinat, ante manus quam temptet scindere fossas 
uertit opus. 


, 


775. wuersat opus Bentley, ferutt opus Ellis, followed by Bechert. Breiter 
retains uertzt, which I cannot understand. We should read, I think, guaerit 
opes. The initial of guerzt became lost, and the correction of werit to uertit 
was then inevitable [iv. 169, opus for opes M]. 


849-850. 
qua pars occasus tinterminumquet sub orbem 
descendit, regit haec maturae tempora uitae. 


849. So M: interimumque L: interimum quam G. 
M’s reading points to 


quae pars occasu contermina guaeque sub orbem, 


which will give the same sense as Bentley’s correction. conterminus is another 
distinctively Ovidian word. [For the form of the expression cf. Hor. Od. 3. 
24. 38 ‘finitimum Boreae latus.’] 


BOOK III. 
- 108-109. 
format amicitias et saepe cadentia fulcit 
officia. 
fulcit scripsi: frustra codd. 
fulcit is some way from the MSS.: but it seems to me to give the sense 
required while frustra spoils the meaning of the whole passage:—it is not the 
province of the third s¢atio to form friendships which come to nothing. 


[20—122. 
quintus coniugio gradus est per signa dicatus 


et socios tenet, et comites hospitis una 
1ungitur et similis coniungens foedus amicos. 


121. comittem for et comites M. committens hospita tura Housman. Nearer 
would be hospita uéncla. Perhaps 
et socios tenet et comites, hinc hospitium<que> 


(hinc=he dropped out before hosp-: hospitis una=hospit’ unu=hospitium). 











328-0. 


Surely 


rotundum., 


For condo in this sense of ‘making to disappear from sight,’ ‘ putting behind | 


H. W. GARROD 


ergo ubi conscendes orbem scandesque rotundum 
degrediere simul. 
ergo ubi conscendes orbem condesque rotundum. 


subst. not adj. as in 375. 


one, cf. Val. Flacc. 2. 442-3 ‘urbes nauita condebat, for which abscondo (Virg. 


Aen. 3. 291) is more usual. Virgil’s condere soles (Ecl. 9. §2) is perhaps not 


dissimilar. 


417-418. 


haec erit horarum ratio ducenda per orbem: 
illa quod stadiis oriantur quaeque cadentque. 


Breiter now reads in 418 z//a et quot. Previously he suggested acctpe quot, 
which, if further from the MSS., is yet more like what Manilius might have 
written. The parent of GLM had, I suspect, o//: guod pointing to 


450-452. 


collige quod (=quot) stadiis oriantur, etc. 


quoque ad iusto superauerit umbras 
et trepident luces, eius pars tertia signo 
tradenda est medio semper. 


In 450 perhaps 


509. 


The question of correcting this line cannot be kept indistinct from the 


question of its 


quoque adgesto (?adjecto) superauerit umbra 
denaque in proprias uires sortesque accedant. 


genuineness. ,It ought, I think, to be athetised (with 508). And 


if it is not genuine denague probably points to deuzaqgue. 


§ 30-531. 


$31. alta 


§48-552. 


non annis anni nec menses mensibus usque 
conveniunt, seque ipsa dies alia usque requirit 
usque scripsi: aliumgue codd. alta usgue=semper se mutans. 


difficile est in idem tempus concurrere cuncta 
unius ut signi pariter sit mensis et annus: 
mittus at signum fit uti st ceperit annum 

uis agat asperior mensem, si mensis in astrum 
laetius inciderit signum sit triste diei, 

si fortuna diem foueat sit durior hora. 





j 
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Between 549 and 550 I have inserted a verse something like what must | 


have been lost. 


is the refusal to recognise a lacuna. 


ts agat to uts 


Anyone who looks at Breiter’s restoration will see how desperate 
In 550 I have changed the MS. asperur 


agat aspcrivr. The error arose from the accidental transference | 
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of aspertor to the beginning of the line. With aspertoris it is well nigh 


| impossible to construct a satisfactory ‘lost’ line. 


bis quinos annos aries unumque triente 
fraudatum dabit. 
Surely aries annos? 


611-615. 
at qui praecedit surgentis cardinis horam 


tricenos ternosque dabit nascentibus annos, 

uix degustatam rapiens sub flore inuentam. 

quod super occasus templum est ger dena remittit 
annorum spatia tet decimam tribus applicat auctis.t 


612. tricenos scripsi: utcenos codd. 


614. per scripsi: fer M, om. cett. 

Before I make any suggestion on 615 I feel obliged to point out how 
lazily editors have dealt with the whole of 599-615. With this very simple 
correction of uicenos to tricenos we get a numerical system: 


8. 68—5 
7. 63-6 
6. 57-7 
5. 50-8 
4. 42-9 
3. 33-10 
2. 23-11 
I. I12—12 
Oo oO 

of which the mth term is given by the formula 
$(25—2). 


tricenos is thus one of the few einendations which can be proved mathe- 
matically. As for my per dena in 614, the old hoc dena would do as 
well: but my suggestion is nearer to M (fer and ¢er are confused again at 
607): ‘lowers the number of years by ten, ze. brings them to 23: Breiter’s ter 
sena and Housman’s fer frina are equally useless. 

This would give a perfectly satisfactory sense quite apart from the puzzling 
‘et decimam tribus applicat auctis. Any attempt to correct these words must 
be hopelessly conjectural. I can think of nothing better than 

haecque (et codd.) decem et (decum M) tribus applicat auctis, 
‘and adds these (dena annorum spatia) to those who possess 13. annis for 
auctis is tempting: auctis may have come from eractis in the line following. 
H. W. GARROD. 


'Bentley’s (or Huet’s: cf. Ellis ad /oc.) correction decuma at 5. 53 is just such another mathematically 
demonstrable emendation. 








ON MANILIVS III. 590-617. 


Mr. GARROD has earned the gratitude of all students of Manilius by his 
detection of the ratio of the series in iii. 599-615, and he is fully justified in 
his contention that ¢vzcenas in 612 is ‘one of the few emendations which can be 
proved mathematically.’ I owe him a special acknowledgment, inasmuch as his 
discovery enables me to add one more to the list and affords me an opportunity 
of establishing what was correct and correcting what was erroneous in my dis- 
cussion of the whole passage (§90-617) in S:/ua Maniliana, pp. 30 sqq._ Let 
me do the last first. My suggestion of wx for dis in 616 of course disappears; 
bis sex is required by the series: and in 595-6 (of which more presently) 
the number meant is 75, not 76. 

The complete list of the years allotted by the twelve ‘/emp/a will then be 
as follows, the figures in italics heing those obtained by conjecture, while those 
within brackets are the successive decreases according to the law of the series: 


i. 78 (0) vii. 57 (6) 
li, 77 (1) vill. 50 (7) 
lili, 75 (2) ix. 42 (8) 
iv. 72 (3) xX. 33 (9) 
v. 68 (4) xl. 27 (70) 
vi. 63 (5) xil. 12 (11) 


The number of the third temp/um is given in lines 595-6, which stand thus in 


Breiter’s text : 
bis quadragenos occasus diues in ortus 
solis erat, numero nisi deesset olympias una. 

The construction of this sentence I understand no better than I did eleven 
years ago. But the number presented conforms to the law of the series, 
provided that olympias be understood as a five-year period. Why certain Roman 
writers should have made an olympiad consist, like a /ustrum, of five years, 
it may not be easy to say; but that they did so is beyond dispute. Such is its 
invariable use in Ovid and in Martial. See the passages in Friedlaender’s 
collection on Martial iv. 45. 3, 4. 











11 fail to appreciate Friedlaender’s difficulties about 
vi. 85. 7, 8: ‘heu qualis pietas, heu quam breuis 
occidit aetas ! | uiderat Alphei praemia guia modo.’ 
It may be a question whether guarta should be 
read on the ground that the tradition varies between 
qguinta, guanta and guingue: but guinta need 
involve no inconsistency in Martial’s usage. Rufus 
Camonius had reached the age of 20 ‘creuerat hic 
uoltus bis denis fortior annis’ (ix. 76, 3). He died 


between the production of the fifth and the sixth book 
of the Epigrams vi. 85. 1, 2: ‘ Editur en sextus sine 
te mihi, Rufe Camoni, | nec te lectorem sperat, amice, 
liber,’ i.e. between a.D. 89 and 90. Now there was 
an Olympian festival in 89, and, reckoning inclu- 
sively, it would be the fifth guinguennial celebration 
from that in 69. This we may take as the year of 
Rufus’ birth, so that he would not have been 21 till 
go when book vi. was published. 
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The number of the fourth femplum (597-8) has been recovered by my con- 
jecture messibus for mensibus (Stlua Manil. \.c.), and is now seen to obey Mr. 
Garrod’s law, ¢ricenas reinstates the tenth in its rights, and only the eleventh is left. 
Here I will not add (as I could) to Mr. Garrod’s just dissatisfaction with his 
own proposals for the restoration of 615. As to his per in 614 it must be 
observed that, did we not know the sense that had to be obtained, we should 
never guess that remittit annorum spatia per dena meant it ‘lowers the number 
of years by ten,’ and by owning that ‘oc dena’ would do as well Mr. Garrod 
allows that this fer can be dispensed with. The problem is how to account for 
the MSS variants ‘¢emplatum est dena’ and ‘templatum est ter dena. In the 
Silua |.c. I suggested that fer might point to ¢‘, i.e. “2b2 (addressing the reader 
as in 565). But since the change of / is already attested for temptatum, which 
must have come from /emp/-, it is possible that M’s fer is a misreading of -/or, 
a correction written over femptatum. So that templorum, of which Prof. Ellis 
writes, Moctes Manilianae, p. 113, that it is not ‘prorsus abiciendum’ may be right. 
In any case dena stands firm, and remittit has the sense of ‘ concedes’ ‘allows.’ 
For the rest I see no difficulty which is not met by the conjecture in the S:/ua 
(which, like messibus, has been taken up into Bechert’s text), ‘ac decumum tribus 
applicat actum.’ The sense it gives to actus, ‘term’ or ‘course, I have already 
shown (l.c.) is supported inter alia by the present context (595), and the use of 
applicat for addit is confirmed by Martial, vi. 28. 8sq. The required meaning 
is thus obtained. The ¢emp/um above the setting ‘grants ten terms of a year 
(10), and to three courses adds a tenth’ (i.e. 13). That is 23 in all. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 














EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS. 
THE following emendations are a selection from adversaria made during 
repeated readings of Athenaeus. The material to hand during the several 
perusals has consisted chiefly of Kaibel’s recension (to which the references 
are made throughout), the variorum edition of Schweighhauser, and Meineke’s 
Comic Fragments. The editor of the Classical Quarterly has been kind enough 
to check my suggestions by reference to other material, and I have to thank 
him for the excision of sundry emendations for which I cannot claim priority. 
As the full discussion of the several passages here touched upon would require 
considerable space, I have contented myself with a brevity which is not intended 
to be in any way dogmatic; but which aims simply at economy of paper and 
type. I hope at an early date to enter more fully and systematically into the 
emendation and interpretation of this interesting and instructive writer. 


Athenaeus 4F (from Antiphanes) 
totra: de ra deirva twv ev Ty ToAe 
apopwow Kat méerovra de€iwst 
€mi TavT aKAnrou. 

Meineke, followed by Kaibel, reads 
ovro: de <rpos> Ta deirva Twv ev Ty TOAE 
adopwow <aei> Kx.T.A. 

But it is not easy to see why either zpos or ae would be omitted in these 
places. Moreover ray év ty woAe is much too vague. Since de=da:=daet, 
while a’ (standing for some part of mrpwros) would easily, if not almost certainly, 
be lost before agopoow, we may better emend with 

otra 6 aei ta deimva Tav év Ty TOA 


<r pwrwy> apopwcw x.t.r. 


I13A ov yap év Ty Opwaxia eéxexadxevro Ta ayxicrpa, GAN emedpépovro ev 
Tw Aw SnAovoru. 


Kaibel reads éx tov wAov. Why not rather & tw rroiw? 


13C ov povoy de ixOvow adrrAa Kai oorpeiois ExpwvTO, KaiTO THs TOUTwY 
edwins ov modu e€xovons TO wheAmuov cai Adv, tadrAa xav To BvOqw xara Babos 
KELLLEVWY. 


Kaibel suggests aAAws re xav... Nearer is dua wav... 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 
22C Znvov de 0 Kpns 6 raw 'Aprakép£n mrporgpireoraros. 


‘Fort. 6 wavrwy’ Kaibel. Rather 6 <rw> raw... 


23 A-B (from Eubulus) 
<A.) Likwv eyw 
BeBpeyuevos iixw Kai cexwOwvopevos. 
B. taémwxas otros; A. ... wWeTwK eye, 


wa Aia tov Mevéaiovrt. 





Perhaps B. <tr> wérwxas <SvtTws> ovTos; A. <b Tid wérWK eyo; 


wa tov Ai’ ov Mevéaiov. 


34C (from Amphis) 
ouK éaTiv, ws eoixe, Papuaxov weOns 
ovdey TOLOUTOY ws TO TpoTTEcEiV apvw 
Aurny Tw’ ovTws e€eAavver yap spodpa 


~ 8 e , ” ° - 
tAnpov ware Tas padhavous ovTw doxeiv. 


The property of padava is to cure xparradyn. Kaibel suggests ‘velut roy 


olvov ware Tas padavous Anpov doxeiv’, but this is hardly emendation. 
ovTws efeAavver yap <xapoy> 


apodp wate Anpov Tas papavous ovTw doxeiv. 


After the loss of capov (as xap following yap) ogodpa naturally filled the 


line. 


35 D (Diphilus) 
® Tact Tois Ppovovar mporgpireorare 
Atovuce cai copwral’, ws ndvs tis ef: 
Os TOV TaTevoY meya Ppoveivy ToLeis Movos, 
Tov Tus Opus alpovra cuuTeDes yeAav 


~ - ‘ ‘ , 
tov tT aabevn TorAmav Tt, Tov deAov Opacuv. 


Since @pacvv has no construction Kaibel marks the passage as unfinished. 
This is not a natural way for Athenaeus to quote; cuumeOes is very weak ; 
and, if we substitute cvumaOas, the whole passage following oeis depends 


upon that verb. 


35 E (Ion of Chios) 
- 
adapvov 
- , , ’ id ” , 
Taida Tavpwor, veov ov veov, ndirTOv mpoTroAoy 
BapvydovTrwy épwrwv, olvov aepoivooy, 


tavOpwrwv mpuvTaue. 


Kaibel marks a lacuna of —~ before av@pwérwy and would fill it with olvov. 


Wilamowitz offers a@avatwy mp’rauv. Probably we should read 


e , ” , 
adéwv Umrvwy mpvTauy 


Rather 








T. G. TUCKER 
37 A (Panyasis) 


oivos <yap> mupi ivov em Ooviotsw dveap, 
écOXov, adefixaxov, macy suvorndov tavin. 

Stobaeus (Fl. 18. 22) has waons .. . aoidys. The sense of avi is obviously 
the contrary to that required. Both aviy and aodys would easily spring from 
adein. 

The result of wine-drinking is aéea. 


14C 6 d€ mapa Paiakt Anuodoxos ade “Apeos cat ’Adpodirns cvvoveiav, ov 
dia TO amodexerOat TO ToLovTOY waBos, GAN aoTpéeTwy avToUs wapavouwv Topéwv. 
Kaibel places épywy in his text. But why this corruption? Rather read 


0 pé<Ee>wv. 


15 A (from Antiphanes) 
Phaenestius the -za:dorpiSnys invented the game of qgawivda, and hence 


Antiphanes has 
Ae , oF , ’ 
pawivea railwy thes ev Paverriov. 


Read 7 ris... 


16 F-17 A 

The werreia of the uynoripes is described. 

ev de Tw meTatxuiw TOVTW wlav TIOévae Wndov, Hv KaXeiv ev avTous IInveXdrny, 
aoxorov de roeicOa ef tig Bardot Widw éerépa’ Kai KAnpovuéevwy Tov AayxovTa 
oroxaterOa Tavrns. ef d€ TIS TUXOL Kat Exxpovcee MpoTw THv IInveXOTNy, arroTMerPat 
Thy €auvTou eis Thy THs BAnNOEions Kai EEwomevns xwpav, ev 7 TpoTEpov Hv’ Kat maw 
cravrat tv IInvedorny, ev @ TO devTEepov eyeveTo xwpiw, evrevOev Barrew Thy 
€auTou. 

Kaibel’s note is ‘rv IInveAXorny del. Wilam, fort. oravra corruptum.’ 
Rather read xai madw oravta <ckata> thv IInveXormy... He now takes his 
stand opposite the ‘ Penelope,’ in its new position. 


40C (from Alexis) 
tov weOvw thy ppovnotv, aArXa TO ToLOUTOV MoOvor, 
To diopiterOar BeBaiws Tw oTOuUuTL Ta ypaupmaTa. 
Kaibel’s note is ‘ov ueOvw yap simil., ro rocotrov Cas. Rather the speaker 
stammers (cf. Ar. Av. 310, Plaut. Most. 316) and we should write 
ov memeOiw thy dpovnow, a\XAa TOTOGOUTOY pmoOvoOY, 


To dtopiferO’ ov BeBaiws Tw cTouaTt Ta ypaumara. 


40 E (from Alexis) 
‘ =~ ~ 
TOUS EUTUXOUVTAS eTipavas 
- ~ , 4 a ~ 
det Civ, pavepav re thv doow thy Tov Oeov 
a e ‘ 4 , ‘ 
Tov o yap téedwxws tayaba 
‘ , ‘ 
@v Mev Wemoinxey oleTal yapw TVG 


»” s ~ 
€xev auTot. 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 


187 


Hermann (to whom is due vy pev for trav wev ov) inserts Oeds before 


SeOWKWS. 


should have fallen out. 


Musurus changed avrw to éavro. 
Rather read 


6 yap <dn dtaddedwxws Tayaba 


> ‘ ’ ” a , 
WY MEV TETOLHKEV OLETAL <x pivar Xapyv 


” ’ 5 ~ 
eXely Tiy aUTwH. 


44 A-45 B 


a « , w > ‘ 
Aacvpras <o> Aaciwwuos ovdev mpocedeito trotrov xaBarep of adAot, ovpov de 


I do not see why @eos (even as OC) 


’ ’ , yw ‘ ‘ o.lhC«8 , » , 
mpoieto KaQarep rauvres avOpwrot, Kai TWoAAGL dia PiioTimiay eTEXEipyoay TapaTn- 


~ 4 > | , ‘ 7 e ~ 4 , 
pyvat Kat t amréeotnoav Tpo TOU EeUpeity TO WPAaTTOMEVOY. 


Oépouvs yap wpa Kai 


, 4 , ‘ ‘ e ~ , , e ~ 4 
TpraxovOnue pov 7 powed pevorTes Kal ovdevos meV OpwvTes amexouevoy aApmvpou, Thy 


, 0) > | ~ »w , ° , 
xuatw 6 TavTou éxovra, cuvevreicOncay arXnOeverv. 


Commentators leave azéorneavp. 


= 
ev €xovTa. 


I should read yariotryocav and avtrov ev éxorTa. 


49C (from Epicharmus) 


r ak fo bd , ‘ , 
vi de tod eati; B. dyAadn rpitrovs. 


, ‘ wv fa 
A. Ti pay €xet Todas 


, 2 yw , 7, , ’ , ‘ > , 
TeTOpas; OUK eaTW TpiToUS, GAA <ErTW> oluat TeTpATOUS. 


’ ‘ ’ ww ’ b on ’ , , s »” , 
B. eoTi 6 OVOfL GAUTW TplTovs, TeTopas ye Mav €xXel Trooas. 


sar , > @ ” , - 
A. tOdirous Trowuv rot Hy, aivyua Tot voeist. 


The second line is given as filled in by Dindorf. 


éotw Tpitous <ua Aida y'> GAN oluat TeTpaTrous. 


(<MA 


the last line Grotefend suggests aiviyuatr’ Oidimrou voeis. 


complete, and we should further emend with 


I should prefer . 


» AAA..). 


For av’roo éxyovra Cramer suggests avrov 


” 
- OUK 


In 


But the riddle is not 


’ , , > e.9 . 7 ’ %07 = 
ai dimovs Tow wor jv (As?), awiynar Ordirou voeis. 


50 E (from Crates) 


Kaibel notes ‘wpixwratn CE, wpa Dobr.’ 


, , ’ e , 
jTavu yap eoTW wpikwraTa 


‘ ” ” a ) , 
ra TiTh, womep pnrOov 7 pmaikudrov. 


Since wavy with superlative is 


doubtful and CE do not assure it (inasmuch as there is conflict of evidence as 
to the termination), we should perhaps read 


, ’ ’ e , ? > ’ 
jTavuy yap eoTw wpik, @ TaTa. 


60 A (from Alexis) 


Read 


‘ U > 
Thy Tparelay HK exw, 


i ‘ , ~ , 
ep’ iis eméexert’ ov Tupos tovd eXawy ‘yevn, 


9at , ~ e ~ , 
ovde trapéxovoa tKxvicay nuiv mA€iova 


mupovides Kai Anpos. 


» , , “~ , , 
ov Tupos, €Aawy ou evn, 


tat , ‘ e ~ , X 
ovde tapexovtar Kviomov nuly TAEOVa K.T.A. 


These things do not satisfy appetite, they only ‘provoke it more’. 











188 T. G. TUCKER 
68 D 


Bpwra pev amad\a Tw TepikapTiw aiKvos Kal Téemwy avev TOU oTEpLATos, 
TETTOMEVOV de TO Te piKapTLov {LOVOV. 

Kaibel remarks ‘<dua> tw repixapmiw Villebrun, sed videntur plura inter- 
cidisse, velut d\a cuv tw epi. requiro’. The same sense may be got more 
simply from a’t@ zepm«apriw. Perhaps also we should further read awdAa. 


79 B (of the digestion of figs) 

dtadverar ev odv Tayxews, dioTt TWOAAWY Kai Meyadwy OyKwy eivevexOevTwY peETA 
mixpov Xpovoy Aayapoi ywoue8a xa’ UrepBornv. adivarov 6 hv TovTO cuuBaivew 
StauevovTwv Kat un Tax diadvouevwv Tav townaTwr. 

So A, but rav cixwy CE. Kaibel says ‘fort. delendum’. The expedient is 
facile, but it is better to read trav capxoy, ie. the ‘flesh’ of the figs. 


84 A-B (from Antiphanes) 
aAX\a TavTi AauBave, 
mapOeve, Ta uyra. B. cara ye. A. xara qr’, & Oeok 
vewoT yap TO oTépua TOUT’ adyuEevov 
eis tas "AOjvas eori mapa Tov Baci\ews. 
B. zap’ ‘Eorepidwy @unv ye, vn thy Pwordopor, 
gnow Ta xpvca wyra travrTi eiva’ Tpia 
movov exriv. A. oAtyov éeoTi TO KaXov TavraxoU 
Kat Tipmov. 

The latter half is meaningless. Kaibel notes ‘@uny ce .... djoev K hoc 
sensu: credebam Hesperidum mala esse dicturum te, nam tria sunt’. Musurus 
wrote ravr eivat, which is commonly accepted. Rather read— 

B. rap’ ‘Eorepidwy wuny ye. <A> vn thy Pwordopor, 
gaciv Ta xpvoa pnda TavTi. <B.> Kai Tpia 
povov eoriw; A. odZLyov x.T.X. 


64C (from the parodist Matron) 
BorBiwas 0’, at Znvos ’OAvuriov cic taordoi, 
ds év xépaw Opewe Atos ais aameros ouBpos. 
Kaibel ‘ aodoi vix verum, requiro yeveOAn vel veoocoi, edwin Wilam.’ Why 
not rather @wror? 


102 B (from Damoxenus) 
diomep wayetpov Srav tons aypaupuarov 
wn Anuoxpirov te ravra dtaveyvwxora, 
uarrov de tearéxovra xatayéAa ws xevovt, 
‘ ‘ ’ , , , » 
cat tov 'Emixovpouv xavova, uw0woras ages. 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 189 


Of the third line Kaibel remarks ‘totum versum delevit Herm., alteram 
partem K.’ The procedure is easy, but scarcely satisfying. The line is paren- 
thetic, and we may read 

un Anuoxpirov te mavta dtaveyvwxora 
(uadXov de kaTaxéovTa kaTayéAwy Kevor) 


105A (from Archestratus) 
GAAa trapeis Ajpov woAvv acTaKov wvou 
Tov Tus Xéipas éxovra waxpas tadAAws Te Bapeias. 
Kaibel notes ‘ynA\as te Bapeias Ribb., praestat adverbium velut adatws’. 
I agree; but an adverb more like aAAws was aiv@s, in the colloquial sense 
(cf. devas). 


172 A-B (from Menander) 
xoipidiov év Ovouer, 
OKTW Tomcovres Tparefas 6 H miay, 
Ti cor diadeper TOUTO ; wapabes tonuiav. 

Kaibel ‘onuiay videtur versus antecedentis correctio esse, praeterea hiat 
oratio’. Doubtless onuiav is the outcome of a confusion with the end of the 
preceding line, but what the comedian wrote was 

Ti coi diapeper TovTO; mapabes TH ME por. 

(The impatient odie familiar in comedy.) 


172B 
— ’ e ~ ‘ , 
ére:0’ oO decmvav mev Tpaynuarifera, 
pupioauevos de Kai oTepavwoupevos Tadw 


Secmvei Ta tueXrnxta Tais Kixdas.t 


Read de:mvei ra meXNmyxr <eyKaTamerkt>a Tais KixAass. 


179D pera yap TO demvncat omovdas Te Pnow Totjoa Kal Tov Oeov 
mawvicavras Tois vourtouevos yepacit’ mapamAnciws de kai Hevoguyr. 
Wilamowitz marks a lacuna after yépaco:. Rather read yepapa in place of 


yépac.. 


190 D (concerning Telemachus, when visiting Menelaus, Od. 4. 104 sqq.) 

rou de daxpucavros mpos Thy uryuny, O mev Epiornat, Kav TorouTw ris ‘EXevns 
ereicddw (al. ererodiov), xaxeivngs ex THE OuoLOTHTOS TEKunpaperns K.T.A. 

Wilamowitz writes xav rorovrw <... 79> THs ‘EXevns «7X, taking epiornar 
apparently as intransitive. Kaibel suggests xavros éavrov <yevouevos ty> Ths 
“EXéuns «tA. Neither offers any explanation of the losses. These were, as so 
frequently in the text of Athenaeus, due to homoeoteleuton. Read 

O pev ediorno <tHv Sinynaty, Kav TorovTw Tihs “EXevns Cyevouevns> 
€Tei70d OV, KaKeivns K.T.A. 











T. G. TUCKER 
192 E (from Philetas) 
OpycacOa de mraTavw tyain bro. 


Heinrich suggests Aaoiy. Rather y paip. 


203 F-204 A 

anédadia 6 elxye TéTTapa Tplaxovramnxn, Kwras de Opavutixas oKTW Kat 
TplakovTa mnxav Tas peyioras, at dia TO woAvBdov exe ev Tos eyyxetpidions Kat 
yeyovevac TXiav eiow Bapeia cata thy biywow evnpes UTApxov. 

Kaibel’s mild comment is ‘Xiav eiow vix sana’, Read <reAelayv 
icoBaperav: ‘because complete equipoise was secured’. 


~ co 8 e ~ = 8 ~ .. # , 4 o 7%, ‘ ‘ 

207 C ny de my vavs TH Mev KAaTaOKEUW EIKOTOPOS, TpiTapoocos OE THV meV 

, ” , «A ‘ , , ’ e ‘ , -~ e , , , . 
KkaTwratw Ttéxwy emi Tov youov, ep iw dia KAmaxwy Tukvov 4 KaTaBacts eyivero 


n 6 eTEepa Tois eis Tas dtairas BourAomevors eioevar EmenyavnTo. 


Read ry mev katwratw ex parvo)... 


214B Kai tas muAas <...> TplaxovTa Katagtycas ep Exagtns ovr eiotevat 
tov BovAouevov ovr’ e€tévat eta. 
Kaibel rightly marks the lacuna afmvter Aas. We may supply «ai ras 


muras <kXnoas Kai dUAaKas> Tpiaxovra «7A. The loss was due to the 
resemblance of guAaxas to muAas. 


21Q9A-B aAAa unv ovd av 6 Tato teipnxe mepi Lwxparovs Trav xwucav 
Tis €lpnKe, K.T.A. 

This is surely intolerable, and cod. C actually has efwe for the first efpnxe. 
Read ovd’ dv 6 Tlkarwy AeAHpnKe epi L. Covdev> trav «7A. The whole 


passage is an attack upon the veracity of Plato, and the word Ajpos has 
already occurred in this connection. 


221C xreive (viz. the animal called ‘Gorgon’) rov um’ auras OewpnOevra 
ov Tw TvevmaTt, GAAa TH yryvoMevn amo Tav Oupdtwy tdvcews Popa. 


The regular notion in this case is pucews. 


225 B (from Diphilus) 


» , 8 9 , , ~ , 
€rerr €av Tapyuptoy avTw xataBaXgs, 
s - ’ » ] ‘ , 
empugfar Atywuiov’ av 6 avrov dey 
, , % - , ’ ’ 
Képuat amodouva, trpocaredwxey ‘Arrixa. 


Read xepuar’ amrodouv, avtros amedwxey 'Arrixa. 
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‘227C (from Anaxandrides) 


Read éwet tiv arXAnv dia rexvm... 


ibid. D 


(The talk is of the attractions of good fish and the style is raparpaywéia.) 
Kaibel says ‘um avras cau’ am apictrov mudas conieci, sed non sufficiunt’. In 
keeping with the preceding line read 


They are ‘subjugated’ by the ‘wrestling tricks’ of an apioroy (cf. ye:pov- 


228 E (from Pherecrates) 


Since aguas refers to a cheap fish, and since dy is wanted, read 


230 B-C (from Alexis) 


Kaibel regards raxmwmuara as simply ‘interpretamentum’ and conjectures 
ovUTOS fev ODD. 
«xmrwuatra in the context, but the original is rather to be sought in a confusion 


with (¢)raOuwrayau, 1.€. 


234.B (of the Gauls) 
BuOuvarros dé Tis nryeuwy avrous diwxirev eri Tous mepi Tov “lorpov rorous, 
tag’ Hs Kat thy ddov &t’ hy evoornruy BuOuvarriav xaudover. 


Kaibel marks a lacuna after ro7rous. All that is needed is to read 


They cannot struggle against its attractions. 


, , ‘ 4 ‘ ‘ @ , s , ‘ 
.. » Stpxivey emi Tous Twepi Tov Iaerpov Torous agpeis, Kat «7A. 
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, 4 , a) ww , iy ‘ , 
tert tiva 6 adAnv Texvnv, w xpnoTeE ov, 


8 , ~ , , ra 
Ta CTOMATA TWY vVewTEpwY KaTAaKaeT 7 K.T.X. 


woe yap dauaterat 
EpOois mporwros (xOvwy xecpousevn, 


ww , e ’ b ] ‘ , , , , , 
ayovs tur avTa gwuatr apiorouv Tuas. 


4 ¢ 8 , ’ 9 , , 
ayous uTaxTa cwuatT apiorov TaXdats. 


, s ’ ’ Ww ° ¢ @ 
aTo Tnyavov T epacrKkey aguas payer. 


, ‘ , ’ rv) n , , a 
avTro Thyuvov T epagKke Kav aguas Payer. 


[agvas av Dindorf.] 


Trois maisi T cima (duo yup Hyov oixobev) 
TUKTWUAT €i¢ TO PavEepoy ExvEntT pwEVA 
Geivar’ xKiaBos d’ iv apyvpous, trax7wuara 
Hryev dvo Spaxuas, xuuBiov de rérTupas, 
Wuxrnpidiov <de> dex’ oBorous, Pitimmidov 


, 
AewTOTE pov 


Doubtless the corruption was influenced by the notion of ra 


xiabos 6 av apyupous orabumw taxa 
nyev «7X. 








192 T. G. TUCKER 
238 D (describing his gifts and attributes) 
mviyos uTomeivat Kat meonuBpias Aareiv 
Terrie, eAXaiw tuynre xpnoOu wire opavt 
KouopTos, avuTodntos OpOpov repiTareiv 
yepavos, K.T.A. 
Wilam. offers ypier@a:, whence Kaibel reads yuyde ypierPat ro av, which is 
rather remote from the text. Read 
. eXaiw wn Kexpic@Oar und ovap 
He never so much as dreams of anointing himself. 


Naber] 


[un KexpicOa nde ypi 


244 C (from Machon) 
TWY meV TkKapwy amréAave Tav TpryAay OB dua 
kai guxidwy tei mAciov ’Apxedpav mravv. 
Not only is éwi wXeiov meaningless, but zwAeiov for m€ov is not permitted, 
Read ... guxidwy, eve rAnTO T 'Apyx. maw. 


263 B (from Pherecrates) 
elra mpos Touro HAovv OpOpia Ta orria, 
wore Thv Kwunv UTnxev tOryyavovcay Tas muAas. 
Headlam suggests Opvyavovcav. Nearer is On yavovawy. The mill-stones 
required an edge. Cf. Ar. Vesp. 648 veoxorros. 


284A (from Apollonius Rhodius) 
TouTiAov wxvadwy vnwy tamovova dovpov. 


Wilamowitz déovpov. Complete the correction with aifnov. 


286 Cc (from Epicharmus) 


Tus mAevpas olov rep Baris, 
rav 6 omeaBiav éxncO areves olov rep Baros, 
trav de xepaday ooréewv olov rep éXagos, ov Baris, 
rav de Aarupav oKxoprios trais em@ararrids Te ovt. 

The writer is playing upon the name of the fish (Baris, Baros), which is 
the same as that of a thorn-bush. Similarly there is a oxopmios of the sea 
as well as of the land. The speaker is depreciating the fish before him. The 
last line can, I think, be restored with some certainty, viz. 


rav de Nawapay cxoprivs yas el, Oararrios b€ y' oF. 


For the rest I would suggest 


<racdée mev> Tas mWAevpiuias <wrépvyas> olov wep Baris, 
‘ ’ , , oe ’ ‘ s ‘ , , 

trav & omeaGiav éxes <ravd’> areves olov rep Batos, 

rav de xeparav oorivay olov wep éragos, ov Baris. 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 
286 D (from Archestratus) 


‘ fo ie ‘ ~ 
cai Barid’ epOnv Erbe wero xetuavos ev wpn, 
4 4 
teat ravry Tupov Kai aidrguov’ 


Kaibel’s xariracov rupoyv is too remote. The regular expression is near 
at hand, viz. cam’ auvryp. 


288 D-E (from Philemon) 
Kaibel prints 
ixOus amaros olos yéeyove mor, 
5 olov wapareQex’, ov mepapmaxevpevov 
7 9a) ww ’ , 
rupoiaw ovd avwlev e€nvO:opuevor, 
GAN’ olos hv fav Kwwrros dy ToovTos Fy. 
ovTws amakov édwxa Kai mpaov TO TUp 
, = 4 9 , sat , 
omrwv Tov ixOuv, ovde morevOncoua .. . 
10 Guoiov eyever’, Gpvis OwoTay apracy 
Tou xatamieiy ueilov Ti’ mwepiTpexer KUKAw 
Tnpovea ToVTO K.T.AX. 


The only variant is (v. 5) rovrov waparéQexn’ (C). The true reading there- 
fore is plainly roioy, which is properly used for roovroy in the mock-tragic 
style of the context. For the rest there is no lacuna. We should merely read 
omoioyv for Suocov and punctuate thus 


ta% , 
ovde morevOncoua 
OmWoiov eyeveT’ Opis OMdTay apracy 
Tou kaTameiv meilov Ti, mepiTpéexet K.T.X. 


ibid. F (v. 20) 


e: 8 éXaBov tapri oxapov h '« ris ‘Arrixigs 
yAaukioxov K.7.A. 


Read apricapeoy (‘in proper condition of flesh’, cf. aprippwv, aprivoos 
etc. ). 


289 D Menecrates (‘Zeus’) writes to Philip: 


rovyapouv ce pev Maxeddves dopudopoiow, eue de wai of <...> méAdAovTes 
écecQar' The hiatus (which I assume) apparently contained something antithetic 
to Maxeddves (see the style of the letter). Since the yopos attending Menecrates 
were, or were to be, ‘gods’, it would be easy to supply @eoi (te. Oox) after oi. 
But it is more likely that there was also a play upon Maxedoves, and we may 


therefore suggest eue de cai of Cuaxapes Oeoi> uedrAAovres ever Oat. 
NO. VII. VOL. II. N 














T. G. TUCKER 
293 D (from Sotades) 


kwGide’ arta Kat metpaia 64 TwWwa 
(xO’éia, ToUTeY aToKvicas Ta Kpavia 
eu“oruy’ adevpw .. . TOLOUTH THI. 

I think we may with some certainty supply with ... arevpm <eai pod. 
The loss was due to -po after -pax. It is povs which would be employed in 
this case. 


306 B (from Archestratus) 
xiBapov de KedAevw, 


" ‘ s ww , , 
dv pev Aevxop Ey <. . .> TTEpEOS TE WEeduKy. 


Read... <@Tépvow>, orepeos Te x.TX. 


307 E (from Ameipsias) 
eyw 6 (wy Treipacouat 
eis Thy ayopuy Epyov AaBeiv’ Arrov y' dv obv 
vnotis kaOarep KeaTt pers axorovbhicers enor. 
Surely we should divide the passage and read 
<A» eyw 8 iwv retpacoua 
eis Thy ayopay Epyov AaBeiv. <B> #rrov y' dv obv 


axoAov0ijo ais... 


314 F (from Archestratus) 
eati de Kedvos 
kav ropOuw mpos axpaor leAwpiados t rpoxouict. 
Ribbeck’s zpoBodaio: gives the sense and is adopted by Kaibel. But why 
the corruption? Rather read mpooyxaiocn 


316D (of the polypus) 

rovs & opOaruors (sc. Exe) eravw Tav dio Trodavt’ ro dé cTroua Kai Tous 
odovras ev weros TOIS TOT. 

Since the polypus has just been said to possess eight legs, we should read 


... €mavww tav dvo rodav <rav rmpocbiwy> 


319A rovrwy (viz. crabs) wéuvayrar Timoxdns 4 Hévapxos ev Lloppupa otras 
tir’ adwevs dv axpos codiav 
év mayoupos pev Oeois €xPpoiar Kai 
(xOudions evpynxa mavrodarus Téxvus, 
yepovra BovyAwrrov de un Taxéews maw 
cuvapTacoua; xadov y’ dy ein. 
Meineke’s ovrwoi' aes «7A. is unsatisfactory. Moreover Athenaeus 
regularly says o’rws. fr js ef7’, the word which is clearly wanted. 








Rez 


[ri 


340 


Ap: 
Tw) WaT 
to adscr 


[exe 
omitted 


342 


As 
‘the cor 
to eat fi 


344 


The 


349 


Sur 


352 
know— 

Civ 
ev Oxelg 

Kai 
required 


pow. 
yed in 


it why 


‘ ‘ 
i“ Tove 


i read 


ouTws 


enacus 











EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 


Read ¢/0 adievs codiav axpos 
n 9 , 
<av> ev mayoupas x.T.X. 


[ri 6’; Gv adtevs codiay axpos Kock.] 


340 D-E (from Theophilus) 


mas de piioTiuws mpos avTov Twv veavicxwy <... > 
eyxeAciov taparébeKxe Tw Tatpit ... 
revlis iv xpnory, waTpidiwv, mas Exets Mpos Kapafov ; 

Apart from other questions it is obvious that rev@is must have the article. 
tw matpi is needless with zpos a’rov and warpidiov, and may be due either 
to adscript, or to similarity of shape with whatever stood in the lacuna. Read 

mas de ptAoTimws mpos avTOV Tay veavioxwy <éxwy> 
éyxeAccov mwapareBexe, “Kat épwra> ‘roTeEpov F 
revOis Hv xpnory, waTpid.:ov; mas Exes mpos xapaBov;’ 

[éyee iam Kock. aorepov 7=morep n=7artpi, while cat’ =xe 7 and xe was 
omitted after xe.] 


342A (from Timocles) 
tous (xOvorwXas ovTos Huav mAovTtE’ 
tovopayos yap, ware Tovs Aapous elvac Vpovs. 

As Kaibel observes, ‘yap deleri nequit; verba mutila’. The sense is that 
‘the cormorants will seem Syrians compared with him’ (the Syrians refusing 
to eat fish, cf. 346 C and so Meineke). Sense may be made with 

<éor’> owodpayos yap, ware Tous Aapous <doKeiv> 
evar Lvpous. 


344 F (from Cratinus) 
Bpuxe yap dmav To wapov, tpiyAn de xdv paxaro. 
There is no sense in uwaxerOa rpiyAp. Read 


tTpiyAn 8 €m dv puaxoro. 


349 C (from Machon) 
Kréwv tis fv xiOapwdos, bs exadeiro Bois, 
devas amrudwy Ty AUpa tr ov xpwuevos. 


Surely Bpuvxwpmevos. 


352D_ Aristotle could not have known the details which he pretends to 
know— 

Civ yap thv wopdupar érn bE woOev air@ eidevac Sri emi wreiorov xpovoy 
ev Oxela yiverar H Exidva K.T.X. 

Kaibel mutilates this with woOev rovro olde; cai Or: ... All that is 
required is ... wo0ev <hv> avr@ eidévar, <> Grr... 














196 T. G. TUCKER 





353B avOpwroas de Sti wavroios 6 opBaryos, nOav tre dtagopas elvar epi 
Tous opOaruous ever. 

The latter clause is possible, but very flat. Probably a loss has occurred 
through homoeoteleuton, viz. 


. "Oav re dtahopas <pavepas> elva x.T.X. 


358B wep: de ras ayxi:Babeis tev als un lav Syxerrac weyada wvevuara 
mpos d€ TovTos € mov Kai modes auveyyus eiow, evravOa 6 éEort Ta mreiora 
yevn Tav ixOvwv Suaras apiora x.T.Xr. 

Read epi de ras ayxiBabeis Oivas als «rA. C has tous... ols and 
this variation also points to <@ivas>, since the gender was common and opinion 
concerning it varied. 


358D (from Antiphanes) 
eyw jwepi Thy oYwvriay mev ov Travy 
éamovdax’ ovd avd ouverewov Niav Tavu, 
ws av tis tadrAws eLeveyOeiow Srrov 
rou diadkaBa xparradnvt ‘EAAnuxas 
Emendation should begin with efeveyOe:oworovrov, which stands for 
efevexOeis Tva worov. 
Read therefore 
ws av tis GAXos, e€evexOeis Tva rorou 
<vm> Ata AaBoa <ckad xparradry pw’ ‘EXAnuxas. 
He admits having, ‘like another, gone so far in drinking as to get a 
headache in the ‘good old Greek’ fashion. 


364. | | 
pndeva unr aexovTa mevelw KaTEpuKe Trap nuiVv 
uO eddovr’ ereyepe, Liuwvidn. ov yap ten’ oivors 
rotavTi Aeyouey decmvi{ovres Pirov avépa ; 


a 


Kaibel rightly observes ‘em’ otvos nihili’. Read 
und’ evdovr’ ereyepe, Liyuwvridn ov yup éewatva’ 


(and probably ov yap érawa, | ro.avr’ ef A€eyouev . . .). 


375D eis “Accov emdnunoavri po of “Aco mwapertncay xoipoy tno 
éxovra To ev DYvos dvo Kat Huicovs wyxewv, Sov 6 aGpriov wpos TO fijKos. 

If the animal is proportioned to its length, and if its height is mentioned, 
it might be expected that the said length would be stated. Simply to bracket 
wov is an unsatisfactory proceeding. 

Read ... mapeornoav xoipov Copy>viaiov... 
word required is Apmoy, ‘a trunk’. 


Nor is éAov sound. The 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 


360A (from Phoenix) 
eyw 3 dxouv modes Pépovorv, topOadrpors - 
aue(Bouat Movonot pos Ovpyo’ adwv 
kat dovrTt kat un dovTt wA€ova trwvyew 
For o¢@aduovs Haupt suggests (pO/uous, which I cannot understand. Kaibel 
says ‘sed latet adiectivum ad Movoyow’. This is probably correct, and 
ev\yaXmores seems to meet the case. For twyvyew Dindorf and Meineke give 
Tov aitew, but this would hardly have been corrupted thus. Read 


Kai dovTt kai yn dovrt mA€ova trav Tuyew. 


Gyges is chosen for the same reason as Croesus might be. 


362C (from Alexis) 
Kai yap emi kapov .. . avOpwrwy ope 
awrn00s mpociov ws Tav Kadov Te Kayabav 
evOade cuvovrwv. 


Naber supplies wXeiorov. But why was that word lost? Rather <é70e», 
ie. AHO... .> ANO. 


363C (from Ephippus) 
epirnoev ovXi cuMieTaTa TO oTOMA 
womep mroAXeuios, aAAa Toicw arpovOiors 
xavovr opoiws’ tH oe, mapenvOncarTo x.T.X. 
There is no second person in the case (and avrov follows immediately). 
Kaibel’s note is ‘jae Mus., joe Turnebus, éxuae Kock’. 


Rather read 


aAXAa roicw arpovbiots 
m § e , e ‘ , 
xavovs omoiws ndu mwapeuvOncaro x.T-X. 


378 A-B (from Sosipater) 
13 To diWacKxareiov nucis coComev 
TO Likwvos’ ovTOs Ths TEXYNS apxNyos Fv. 
15 edidacxey nuas mpwrov axtpoXoyeiv .. . 
émreira wera Tavt evOus apxiTeKroveir. 
wept pucews KaTeixe wavras Tous AOvyous. 

Hirschig would transpose, placing v. 16 before 14, 15. This makes little 
improvement, nor is the wrong order explained. The true transposition is of 
line 17, which should precede 16. The cause of the misplacement will appear 
if we read 

15 edidacxey nuas Mparov aorpodroyev, <ere 
17 wepi pvcews KaTeixe Tmavras Tous Aoyous’ 
16 €werra wera TaUT K.T.X. 


The omission of <éei> was due to the eye passing to érera. 





198 T. G. TUCKER 

380E Ephippus says 
Ww ’ w ad , ‘ , aa 
év0’ Ovwv irmwy TE TTaTELS Kal yevyuaTu oivwr. 

Read ev8’ dvewv 
o , , ‘ , 
immov Te CyltyvovTat> oraces Kai yevata 
oLvwy. 


The loss was due to -wyre=-ovra by identical pronunciation. 


382 E (from Strata) 
‘ oUKouY, eqn, 
Ta pnra mpoBara ;’ <unra mpoBar’ ;» ov pavOavw 
<. . .> TovTwy ovdev ovde BovAomuat. 
After -avw the text has lost ave, ie. avOpwre. 
Read ov pavOave, 


<avOpwre, TovTwy ovdev K.7.X. 


385 Cc (from Metagenes) 
aX’, @ "yale, detrva@mev, kaTrerTa me TAY ETEPWTAV 
6 tt dv BovAy vy yap mewav dewws rws eu’ eTIAnT MOY. 
The metre of the former line is emended by Porson with . . . detmv@pev 
<rpwrov>. ... I should rather suggest 


.. Oceimvorv> demvaper, . 


393 C (from Hipparchus) 
ovde mot Atyurtiwy Bios npeoev olov €xouct, 
xXevma TidXovres txeadxaTiaderaXeovTa. 


, 
Read koXoKxacia & eicaXeovres 


(etraXéovres Kaibel). 


396 B 
€TELTA TUKTA TaKepa pnxadwy méeAn 
t xAonv KaTaumexovra capKa veoryevn. 
Read XAOn KatTamTuyévra. 


, , ’ , »” 

402C mepieepovro Kat Epipot wodAaxis ToKihws éoxevaruevor t+ adot 
| 7 = ~ a — 
de xui modu TOU OmoU exovTes, OfTWes Ov THY TuxovTav nOovny Tapeixov nui. 


I can find no meaning in aAAo, and would read a7vadoi. 


404 F-405 A (from Dionysius) 
ov rauTro 0 éoTi ToUTO, moAU dujAXayxev' 
, TT paTnyos mas Kareid’ bs dy AaBn 
duvautv, O peéevTot duvauevos Kav T pay warw 
avartpapjva Kai dcaBrAeyat Ti mov 
oTpatnyos eoTw K.T.X, 


Supply <rayxa mev>, which was lost through the preceding -ayev. 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 
ibid. C 
un jwavT’ axove unde travta uavOuve’ 
trav Biaiwy éc0’ Evexa Ta yey pauueva 
Keva wadrdov } OTe Av ovdeTTH yeypauueva ft, 
Emper’s trav B:BXiwy is clearly correct. The rest may be 
thus (xarayeypaumueva Kock)— 


tov PiBrttw ear’ Evia kaTayeypaumeva 


Keva padrov X wr’ ovde <év> Tw ypaum eviqy. 


‘Some books when full of writing are more empty than when 


not a single letter in them’. (The misreading eorevuxatayey. as 





emended 


there was 


€OT €EVEKa 


Ta ‘yey was natural, and the ending of the second line was influenced by its 


predecessor. ) 


411 B (from Epicharmus) 
~ ‘ w > » > , , 
7 PwTov Mev Gt K ea Qovr 1Ools Viv atroGavow. 
C has pera, ions and a7ro@avns. 
restat a7o@avos non minus corruptum’. 
Why not ... al xn €sOovr’ Tdns wy, ato0avy.? 
412E (from Poseidippus) 
kairep suvOecing etpayov mote Myovov Bovy, 


(wept of the wager) 


Read cat wept cueing ). 
414D (from Achaeus) 
aonv © é€Xatov oTépva kat trrod@v KUTOS 
Xplovew ws exovres oikober T pucpiy. 
Read TVvOWV KUTOS 
415 E (from Phoenicides) 
a ” ? bd , 
ovTos, warmep oldas, erBier 
, « m8 a ’ , 
méexpe av didw tis % Aan dvappayets. 
Read mex pt dv dedin Tis mA AaOn drapparyets. 
416 F-417A (from Anaxippus) 
Opw yup éx TadatoTpas TeV pirwy 
7 poc.wvra wot Aauirrov. B. <> TovTov Aéryers 
tov trérpiwov TovTov oi Piro xadovai cot 
vuvi ov avdpetav Kepavvov ; 


The meaningless werpwovrourov is for reptBonroy, dy. 


Kaibel remarks ‘fort. xyoQovr’, sed 
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4228 (from Diphilus) 


TadaTwporepov ovdev eott yap 
Tis yaoTpos’ eis iv trpwrov euBadeis < .. . > 
adr’ ovx Erepov aryyeior, 

C has wavr’ dv for rpwrov. There is nothing to follow and justify rparoy. 
Read @optov. For the rest Wilamowitz reads ¢uBareis <dc’ av) | ovy Erepov 
<eis> ayyeiov. Kaibel’s euBadXes is better. aA’ represents du’, as so often. 
Read 

eis iv poptor euBadrrAxxs <du’ DvD 
oux <eis> Erepov ayyeiov, 

ibid. c 

eis Thv Beois €xOpav de ravtny eirdoper 
mav@’ EavTois pndev Omodorvyovpmeva. 


Jacobs dav’, Musurus ta av’. The word required is ravroi’, 


424A (quoting the comic Plato) 
cai ev IIpeoBeor 
xuaQous Sooys exAerre? éExacrore. 
Read <7rpoaOes> xvabovs x.rA. 
The word was lost through its similarity to IIperBeot. 


426F (from Ameipsias) 
, 4 4 , ~ e - * A , A , 
eyw de Atovuros racw viv eiut wevre Kai dvo. 


Read éyw de Atos Ov racw... 


435 (concerning Philip of Macedon) 

Tiwv O€ Thy vwKTa wacav kat peOvabeis taorv Kat maratas ages dvravras 
tous &\Xous aradXarrecOat Hon mpos muepav exwmaCev K.T.A., 

C has 7oAAa cat waitas, (kat moAXAa waig~as Meineke, but this does not 
explain trovs aAAous.) 

Read roAXAovs xatamratragéas, In the language of our grand- 
fathers he drank many of the company ‘under the table’. This use of 
maratat, as of xatagelew (431), is, of course, well substantiated. 


441D 
arraCoua 
ypaiv adiyya’ mpos eue < .. . > ws atviymata® 
Aeye Kai Ta dorra. 
Kaibel says ‘velut rpooBadrAa yap ws aiviyuata’. (The correct word 
would, however, be wpoSaAXe.) The loss is accounted for by 
. mpos cue Cmpohepe> FHS aiviypuara. 
i.e. propose your riddles to me in safety. (The real Sphinx perished upon 
the true answer being given; but there will be no such penalty in this case.) 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 


441 E (from Plato Comicus) 
elev, yuvaixes, ws vuiv madact 
olvov yeverOat Thy avoiay evyouat. 
The sense is met by 
elev, yuvaixes, <AKoS EY>wy’ vuiv mada 
olvov yever®’ és thy avowav evyouat. 
(Meineke had suggested . . . yuvaixes, ws <éywy’> vmiv.. . .) 
450A (riddle of the ichneumon) 
arrercBopbarpos, tun mpoorouos, audiedarros, 
aixunrns, maidwy ayovwy yovov eEadaviCwv. 
This must be read with the answer, where again some error occurs, 
TY yap KpoxodeiAwy odTos wa AauBavwv 
mpw OnpiovcOa tov yovov kataywier, 
erat’ apavicer. dott td’ audioropos, 
kevTei kaTwOev, Tois de yeiAerw daxvet, 
In the second passage Grotius read diors 3’ <éor’> and in the first Kock 
writes audicrouos, Wilam. muxpoorouos (which has nothing to do with the 


answer), We may emend each passage from the other, viz. 
atreheBopOaruos, TepimpogToMmos... 
and dirt 0 audi<r pddaotomos, 


450B (riddle of the lot-box) 
éorw G@yavua BeBynxos avw, Ta KaTw de Kexnvos. 


Read wemuxos for BeBnxos. 


454D (from Agathon) 
Of the Y in OHZEYE: 
ep’ evos TE Kavovos Hoav eCurywuevor dvo. 
Meineke suggests joav vari dvo. Doubtless e(vywuévor has been partly 


produced by eCurywuévor three lines earlier, but it would only be so created 
through some illusion. Read 


4 
ép’ évds re Kavovos foav és Cuyor duo. 


460 B (from Simonides) 
amo TpameCav dé tu rorijpra. 
Read efX’ ideiv, The table was so covered with cups that it could 
not be seen. (IAEIN=IAIN.) 








T. G. TUCKER 
ibid. E (from Eubulus) 


e ~ 

Epuns © Matas AiBwos, bv Tporevyuact 

, ~ , ‘ 2 , 

ev Tw KuAikeew Aaumpov exTeTpuuEevoyv < .. . > 


Add <tt“@muev> which was lost after -rpmuuevov. [Suggested by Kock,] 


464A (from Choerilus) 
xepriv torABov exwv KirAKos Tpvpos audis éayos. 


Read yepoiy avoABov «7A. (It was a ‘miserable’ thing.) 


466A (from the Cyclic Thebaid) 
ws ov of Tratpway ei pirortnti 
t dSacavTo, auorepore 0 aiet woXeuol TE uaxat TE. 
marpur’ evnee <ev> giriornts W. Ribbeck, dacoawr’ Hermann (daccour' 
Headlam). ov belongs only to the words évyé év diornTe and may therefore 
stand. 
Read dascawt’, audi O° pis tr etn woreuot Te «TA. 
[auqdorepow is weak and atet almost without meaning. ] 


783D (from Plato Comicus) 
Avoas oe tapynv oTauUVvOV EvwOOU’S TOTOU 
inotw evOus KUAUKOS Ets KOiAOV KUTOS. 


Read paydny., . 


470C (from Pherecydes) 


6 0 Hpakdys €Axeta éx’ avtrov To Tékov ws Badav, ai 6 “HAtos ravoacba 


xerevet, 6 d€ Tderas Tavera, 
This is so contrary to the sense that Wilam. would transpose devas and 
read cai 6 “HXwos deioas «.7.A. But this is hardly emendation. Better is 
o 0 aiderOeis (through ddederOers), 


472 E (from Anacreon) 
ipiatnca wev iTpiov AemTOV aTroKAas, 
Hephaestion has Aewrov muxpov amoxXas (see Kaibel). But since Atk pov 
would hardly be omitted, and the text here has Ae7rov, it is better to account 
for both readings with 


. itpiov <NemToU> AewTov... . 


473¥F (from Eubulus). 

dua 6¢ AaBoue’ npavixe anXixov Twa 

olecOe pwéeyeOos taperiav peéeyav wav. 
Kaibel observes ‘videtur panis aliquod nomen latere, velut a@apiav’, The 
word would be 'Epecia v. See 111 F, where loaves ‘whiter than snow’ are 
produced at Eresus (cf. our ‘ Vienna bread ’). 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 
476C-D (from Sophocles) 


Kal aAnpes EXTLOVTL Xpuaeov Képas 
Tpiiver yeuovra wadOakys turodawns. 

Kaibel remarks of the second line ‘corruptus, yépovra Adamus’ and 
accepts the um’ wAévys of Musurus. I do not understand this use of vro. If 
it is right, té€vov7a should probably be written (with Emperius Opusc. p. 350), 
but more probable is 


T piper TéevovTra padr0axigs XAalivans U 1 0. 


476E (from Philoxenus) 
TiveTo veKTapeov wap. €Vv Xpuréas TpoTomais tre adAXAwv KepaTov. 
Kaibel’s tavpwy xepartwv (tavpwy from Wilam.) is very unconvincing. 
Why should tavpwy become te GAAwv? It would be easy for 7 a@AAwv to 
stand for ravawy, Read 


- ~ , 
P TF POTOMas Tava@yv KEPaTY, 


481 D eret 0 7 “Podn 
xuuBlov axpaTov KaTagéceKev Uuas av. 
. e fe , 
Macrob. gives é€mev 4 ‘Podn, 
Read émie 0° 94 ‘Podn 
, , , 4 ’ = ’ e ~ ’ 
kuuBiov axpatov, kata 0 €cveio’ nuas Trav, 


nuas Meineke. For xaraceiew cf. note on 435 C supra. 


500F (from Antiphanes) 
‘ , ‘ > 
Tous Kadous mev ovv 
KaXovot yauXous wavrTes ot © poryarropes. 
Not so, but 
~ ‘ , a 
xaXovot yavAous mavTas, of... 


all xadot ‘with a belly’ are called yavAoi. 


502 (seq. to B) 
‘Avakavd pions de qiadas “Apeos Kavei Ta TOTT pa TauTa, 
Kaibel remarks ‘Anaxandrides quid dixerit ex epitoma intellegi nequit’. 
This may be so, but readers of the Poetics of Aristotle will realise that what 
Anaxandrides said is represented by 


... Quddras “Apeos wate <tTas aomwidas xatTa> Ta ToTHpa Tava, 


He called shields dada “Apeos from their resemblance to these cups. 


502C Kav Toco’Tw mpdrocw ait@ Bapeiav t diéduxe, xuTpicia Babea dwoexa, 
But diadovva is the wrong word. Read 


es « Bapetav On €dOwKke... 
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514B xpyra de avrais cai maddaxiow 6 Baorers < .. > dia Ths Tov 
unopopwv avAns. 
The hiatus (first assumed by Dobree) may be filled with 


<dtahortwoats> dia TH... 


543 E-F 


kat nr7TnGeis, cuvaxPouevwy avTw Tar pirwv, en ws avros pev odyov ppovriCor, 


» , , ‘ , , , ‘ Ww 
aywuiCouevos O€ Tote mpos Katadeéorepov év Lauw Tov Alavra 


Atavri de cuvax Porro devTepov nrrnGevtit, 


This is inadequate, and Kaibel rightly observes ‘rectius Plinius 35, 72 
Read 


_e devTepov <7 TTOVOS) nt 7rnOevTt. 


quod tterum ab indigno victus esset’. 


5$44F (from Alexis) 
Tourw (viz. Aristippo) raAavrov dovs uabnrns yiverat 
0 deomroTns, Kal THY TEX UNV wey OU Travu 
eféuabe, thy 0 taprnpiay cuvjpracey. 
Kaibel ‘aprypiav corruptum, for. tyv Baxrnpiav de’, Why not rather 
aTnpiav? 
548D Topyias . . . epwrnfeis ri avtw yéyovev attiov tov Biwra mew 
Tav p erav, én ‘TO unbev mumote teTépou Evexev TemoinKevat ’. 
I have 
already proposed 77pov, which is most apposite, as covering more than one 
appetite. 


Kaibel yyarrpos vexev, Meineke évrépov (an inappropriate use). 


552C ‘Apxérrparov yo Tov mavtw adovTa UTO Todeuiwy Kai emi Cuyov 
avaBAnbevra toBorov orKny evpeOjvat ExovTa. 

This amazing statement is left by Kaibel without remark. 

Read .. . avaBAnevra ovd’ 


did not weigh four stone. 


SrXov <rarxadvtTau> oArAkny «7A. He 


553 D (from Antiphanes) 
Aovurae td’ arnOas* adda Ti; 
B. x xpucoxoAAnrou ye kdAmidos mupw K.T.A. 
Where the passage recurs (689 E) the first line is written tXovr’ ardovo 
From this we may emend with 
<B> adda Ti; 


GAnOas. . . . 
Xovurat 8, ovd’ andas. 
A. « X: «TA, 


‘He takes a bath, and a very pleasant one’. (Cf. 554E ev mavia de 
Tpupny nolotny syevouerny ouK and@s . . . ‘Hpaxdeidns dupyeirat.) 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 205 


571C aAAa wepi Tay SvTws ETaipwy TOV AdyoY TeToinual, TovTéoTW TOY 
pidcav adoAov cuvrnpeiv duvauévwv, ds 6 KvvovAxos ToAua AowWopeiv, uovas Tay 
G\\wy  ‘yuvaikwy Tw THIS pirias ovomaTt T pornyopeupevas y aro Tis mapa ToS 
’AOnvaiow KaXoupevns ‘Eraipas TNS ‘A dpodirns. 

After yuvaikwy read <dixaiws>. It would be better also to read 
cat for %. 


571 E (from Menander) 
meroumxar’ épyov ovx éraipwy tyap 
<ua Ai’, add’ eraipav>: «7A. 
See Kaibel. For yap read y’ G&tov (through yaéi). 


572 8B (from Anaxilas) 
éav d€ Tis weTpia Tai A€youwa < .. . > 
Trois deouevors triva@y vrovpyn pos Xapu, 
ex TiS éTatpetas éraipa Tovvoua 
™ poonyopevOn, 
E has meérpia A€youor, Kaibel’s eav dé Tis Kai meéror éxovra <xpnuara> 
does not recommend itself, either technically or for the weak éyovca. 
Read euv dé tis mer pe’ exréEyovrca <xpuvacia> 
Trois deouevors Tiv’ avOuvrovpyn «7A. 
[-eAéy. was read as « Aey., and the resemblance of -veia to -ovra caused 
the loss of the last word.] 


578 C-—D (from Machon) 
modXovs éparras Kai woNriras Kai Eévous 
€xove’—Srov epi syuvaicos Tis oryos 
yevorto, waviayv thy MeXcrrav ws Kadnv 
épacxov elvat x,7.A, 
The metre of the second line is emended by Meineke with drov epi 
<ris> ‘yuvaxos. Kaibel naturally remarks ‘sed dubito’. The loss of the 
corruption is clear in 


tad 4 , 
. OTOUKCTWEP) Wept yuvaixos. . . . 


§79C (from Machon) 

Mania had jested at the expense of her ‘protector’, a orpatiwrns, 
6 d€ orpatiarrns Umrd tt <dn> oxvOpwracas 
taméreupe travtny dtadirovea 3’ 4 éraipat 
‘unBev mapa rovro, dnoi, AuTov, pidrrarte’ 

ov yup ov hevywy amréBades Thy arrida, 

ua thy 'Adpodirny, add’ & cor xpyoas wore’, 
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Kaibel amremeunvat’ auTnv’ dtaXuroura 0° nue pav (rather a long time to 
keep a repartee !). 

Read 

The lady acted after her kind and made her retort dy ev Opa (ovca), 
The article is not required with the prepositional phrase. 
‘at door’. 


dtaXtrovca 0’ npeua Meineke. 


’ , , , , a 
anremeuvar’ avtnv’. 4 0 amtotc’ Hon 'v Ov pa 
She was already 


579 E (from Machon) 
7 pos thv Tva0awav Aidiros KAnPeis Tore 
é€ri deitvov, ws eyoust, Tois ’'Adpodisions, 
TiLwuEVOS MaAITTA Tw Epwue vv 
trAnOn 0’ Um’ avTis exTevas ayarapevos K.7.A, 
Read Tiuwuevos maAITTA TeV Epw even 


O0nQGev, Uro 0’ avTag KX. 


583 A (from Machon) 
KaAXtoriov de ris “Yos xaXoupuevns 
m™ pos Thv EavTns AowWopouuevns ToTE 
untépa (Kopwvy 0’ érexaXeito Tovvoua), 
dueAvev 4 Tvabaw’ épwrnGeica Oe 
Tl dcapepovrat ‘ri yap, ener, a\Xo wAny 
tadAn Kopwvn @ Erep’ exeivy menderar’ ; t 
. @AXAo wAnv 
adr’ 4 Kopwvns, &rep’ exeivy péucberat 


Kaibel’s i. . 
is perhaps the flattest jest (if one can be found in it) ever perpetrated. The 
names “Ys and Kopwy must surely figure in the matter. 

Read 


‘the Crow is complaining that she has a Pig for a daughter’. 


Sv » Kopwn Ouyarep’ ely’ of meuerat ; 


§83C 
55 New Aéyerar thv Alya, TlvOwvds twos 
aurnv jor’ amoXvrovTos, Evapdw de Thy 
maxeiav avadaBovTos, elrev voTE pov 
perarrenmouevov 1708’, ws ou’, avryv, Neyew 
. ‘ , a e , = ’ ‘ 
mpos Tov petiovra maida’ ‘TlvOwv, dro’, érei 

60 fon trav viov eyevero dtauerros 
errednyiaoiost eorw avaxaumrrev marw’ ; 

Kaibel rearranges v. 60 with Hon OlaMerTos THY VEiwy eyevero and in v. 60 
writes (unmetrically) ém’ atye:’ olos. But eet . . . éyévero cannot be right for 
’ 4 , . ~ * e 
emet . . . yeyove. The lines are misdivided. 
Read . ere 
a , a «7 , ’ 2 ‘ 
jon dtauerros Tay veiwy yeyou’, emi 

# ’ Ww y t , , , , 
ative’ ap olos eo1w avaxaurrew mart. 


























58 

WV ereg 
| Sc 
‘non si 
59 

Kz 
sense O 
59 

) €V7 
TO WON 
gg 
with su 
the true 
Tr 

60 
nyenova 
Kal THY 
Tr 

Ov" 

60 

‘ou 

t» 'Epe 
Be 





treipay 


Kai 
Re: 
Athena) 








ig time to 


pa (ovca), 


yas already 


ated. The 


id in v. 60 
e right for 





| 














EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 207 
583D ai yup karat nuav ’AOnvat tocovroy mrAnGos nveykav €Talipwv, Tepi 

ov émefeAevTouat Ocov YE dvvauat, doov 6x Aov evavd povca jwoXts ovK erxev, 
Schweigh. conjectures . . . modw ovdeuia éxyev, which, as Kaibel says, 

‘non sufficit’, Rather dcov dyAov evavdpovea rods <tmoAXAaKIS> OUK eoyeD. 


590A (from Philemon) 
watrep LeAevKos devp’ €reuye Thy Tipu, 
cal rh) e 7 = vy m , vw 
yy Eloouev nucis, TW LeAevKwW Tadrw Edel 
tre nuas Tap’ HAL@V avrimeurpat Onpiov. 
Kaibel ‘ve delet Clericus’. Such a proceeding is not emendation, The 
sense obviously requires y4mas. 


594F Coming from Eleusis to Athens— 

evtavOa xatastas ob tdv TO mpwrov 6 Tis ’AOnvas adopwuevos vews Kal 
TO TWoNoma, Over at Tapa Thy ooov K.T.A, 

I cannot feel that Valckenaer’s of dv davy To mpwrov is correct, since day 
with subjunctive hardly has a place here. Nor is ro natural, I suspect that 


the true text is 
2 > ~ 
OU avotyvuTat TPWTOV 


The view is ‘opened’: cf. the nautical sense of the verb. 


600 F ‘Apxutas Set (pnoi) ’AXxuava yeyovevat TwY Epwrik@v meAwy 
myenova Kut exdouvat 7 pwTov wéAos axoXAacTov, OvTa Kai Trept Tas yuvaixas 
kal Thy TolavTny povcay eis Tus drat piBas. 

The sense required is 


dvru katTacpepn> wept T.y.«.7.T.u. KeloadyovTa> es tas dratpBas. 


604A The Erctrian made certain comments to Sophocles, ending with 

‘ou Kapra dei TO kadov Tw un Kaw pawouerp etxaCewv tav’, yedacas emi 
tw 'Eper pret LoorAjs «.7.A. 

Beyond doubt this should be 


s , ’ , , o 4 
eixaCety, ava yeXacas €mi K.T.A. 


609C «ai thy xarayayovray de Ileciorparov emi thv rupavvida, ws ’AOnvas 
trepav eldos €xoveay, kaArnv dnote yeyovevat. 

Kaibel ‘non expedio’, rightly rejecting Valckenacr’s ws 'AO@nvas Lwreipas. 

Read ws 'AOnvas ‘umweipoxov eldos éxovrav’ (Hym. Hom. II. 2, to 
Athena). 
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615C Of a ridiculous performance of flute-players (from Polybius) 

Taxv d€ cuvvonravres of avAnrai cai AaBovres oixeiay Taig éavTav aoedyeias 
meydAny éroincay ovyxucw. 

Conjectures are <opuny> oixeiay Kaibel, 
<é:aQeow> Hultsch. Much more near is 


. Kai <AaBnv> AaBorres... 


oixetay <xivnow> Schweighauser, 


617A (from Telestes) 

Ti yap uv evnparo.o KaAXeos ofvs Epws Eretper, 

taryap mapQeviay ayauoyv cai aad aréveeure KrwOo. 
Meineke ra yap, but, as Kaibel observes, ‘duplex yap satis molestum ’. 
Read adrep mapeviav... 


617B ImIparivas de 6 PrAracos avAnrav Kai xopevrav picboddpwv carexérrey 


Tas opxnorpas tayavaxreivy Twas eri Tw Tous avAnTas uy GuUVaVAEiV ToIS XoOpois. 


5] - , ” 
For ayavaxreiy tivas read nyavaxrer detva@s. 


619C gorrwca yap Kat wravwuevn wavras Tovs opelous emetner Spuuos, wy 
tuvOov elvar tous Aeyouevous ‘lots dpopmous. 

The sense requires 'OXoyv, ‘a trifle’. 
619F 


emixwpiaouerny wap avrois< .. . 


Omoiws de Kal Tay wdwy evias KaTavonoeev Gv Tis, As exeivor KaTa TWA 
> gdovres avaxadovvral Tia THY apxaiwyr. 

Wilamowitz supplies <éeoprqy>; but why should that word be lost? It is 
easier to see what might happen to 


. wap avrois <evvodoy> gdorres... 


627B-C GAN of mara try avdp- w vmedauBavoy elva peyiotny Tw 
TWONTiKaY apeTav, Kal TavTN Ta WoAAG Tpocveuew tov Tois arAoWS. 

Schweigh. marks a lacuna after xpooveuew. For woAda E has odctixa. 

I propose xai ravry Ta mwoAA\a <rovvoua> mrporvéenew OUTws aTas: 
i.e. they used apery in this sense without qualification. (It is not necessary to 
supply deiv after vreAauBavov.) 


633& When Astyages was warned against Cyrus by Augares, 
vouicas odv OpOws avTov Umwrrevxévat Kai peTameumomevos OUdEeY wrncer. 
Kaibel marks a lacuna before ovdev. It is simpler to read 


. ++ oudey Hyucey. 
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EMENDATIONS IN ATHENAEVS 
636D (from carm. pop.) 


"Aprem, coi ue Te Ppnv ediuepov duvov tvevarre x.7.A. 


Probably 


id e ’  ] - 
. uuvoy UPaivety airer... 


640 D (from Philippides) 
mwraxouvres, emdopmricuar, wd, oncaua’ 
lod , , , , ‘ e , 
SAnv Aeyovra tue emireiro Thy nuepart. 
Elsewhere the natural expression occurs, equivalent to 
SAn Aéyovr’ av emAlrwa tiv’ Huépa. 


‘A whole day would not be sufficient for one to tell of them’. 


667 (from Aeschylus) 
Evpumaxos, ov < ... > GAXos, ovdev foooxX ... > 
UBpS UBpirmous ovK evaicious mol. 


Read Evpumaxos, ovx <dv> adAos, ovdev facov <h>. 


694 A-B TO mwev mpwrov fv & bn wavras Gdew vouos Hv, TO de SevTepoy & dn 
’ ‘ * , 4 , , , ’ ’ e _ 
mavres wev oov ov unv tadrAa ye xata Twa Tepiodov ef vrodoxns K.T.A. 


Read ov wmv dua ye, <adXAa> xara «7A. 


696A-B GAAa unv Kal TO UTO TOU woAvuaDerrarov ypagev ’ApiororeAous 
eis ‘Epuetav rov 'Arapvea ov matav eotiv, ws 6 Thy THs aceBelas KaTa TOU 
giiocopouv ypadny Anuogiros teis aidwre mapacxevacOeis vn’ 
Evpuuedovros «.7.A. 


Greve yKaKLevos 


Kaibel’s note is ‘eis aidwre fuit verbum mentiendi’. Rather simply 


efedwre. 


697F elrerai tis 6 cupBnvéwy xopes, dv Exarros TO doxovw éeavrp txarara 
bei, mporéxwv ovdev TH mpoKxaOnuevp x.T-Xr. 


Kaibel xaravde. Rather catrac<ras> adet 


699E Trmaxidas de 6 ‘Podios déXerpov Tov gavov xareirOat, olov, gnaiv, of 
vuKTepevouevor Tay tvewy Exovow. 
Wilamowitz <éxi> trav véewy (veav?). The emendation required is ray 
ariéwy. 
T. G, TUCKER. 


Melbourne, Nov. 1, 1907. 
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ON THE OXFORD MS. OF LIVY’S FIRST DECADE. 


THIS MS contains Bk. i. to Bk. x. ch. 22 td senectuti sue adminiculum 
J; but two leaves are missing between 145 and 146, #e. Bk. viii. 38 alii 
deinde—ix. 2 expedive quosdam utilia, seven columns in all + one column for 
the title of ix. which is here the usual allowance. 

There is also missing 1 folio between 151 and 152 ix. (2. §10 Jegiones 
distendtt—i4. §18 precari. Besides these losses the bottom right corners of ix. 
and x. are much damaged. 

Due to the scribe or his exemplar are: 

(1) A large lacuna in Book iv.; from-ch. 30. 14 Fidenas fuerat to Itaque 
sicut ch. 57. 11 (Fol. 65 bottom). 

(2) A distortion at Fol. 102 1. 6; from indignitate rerum (vi. 40. 1) it 
proceeds to § 17 st hodte bella sint continuing to Sextus et Licinius 41. 10 (Fol. 
102b. |. 18) and then the rest of 40 § 1-§ 16 follows. 

The MS is the work of several hands (certainly more than the ‘two’ of 
the Catalogue); and Mr. Bannister considers its date to be 11th century and 
its origin, at least indirectly, Fleury, the perpendicular stroke for the nasal, 
eg. @ for am, being peculiar to that place 

I have not collated the MS, but have consulted it on all the points from 
Book ii. onwards, where our notes show differences between the MSS or doubtful 
passages, and Prof. Conway has done the same for Book i.; of course a full 
collation is very desirable, though I think it will not affect my main con- 
tention as to the value of the MS. Perhaps at this point I may be allowed 
to say that I approached the MS with no prejudice in its favour, but solely to 
complete the notes from it which Dr. Conway had begun; and that after our 
personal acquaintance with all the chief MSS® of the Decade, we are in a fair 
position to estimate the value of the Bodleian MS, which for future con- 
venience we have called Oxoniensis or O. 

An enumeration of these MSS will be perhaps found convenient here for 
immediate reference. Apart from V, the Veronese palimpsest (large portions of 
Books iii. iv., v.. and a chapter or two of vi.), all the MSS of the ist Decade 
are descended from the recension made by Symmachus, prefect of Rome, at the 

1 Bodleian 20631—Meerman 53. Bought in 1824; number of perpendicular strokes for the horizontal, 
acquired by Meerman in 1764 from the Jesuits’ College as stete/t for steteTt (a substitution which the scribe 
of Clermont, Paris. Parchment: about 1000 A.D.; doves not understand), seems to point the same way. 


1+ 181 folia. *The cxceptions are UL, and only a slight 
In H(arleianus), also (chiefly in Bk. 7) the great acquaintance with R. 
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end of the 4th century, and published by his son-in-law Nicomachus. These 
fall roughly into three groups: 

a. P (10th century), F (9th), both at Paris, and U, the offspring of a 
much corrected MS of the same set. 

8B. M (10th century) at Florence, and the lost Vormaciensis Rhenani. 

y. H (late roth; Brit. Mus. Harl. 2672 = Drakenborch’s Harl. i. and con- 
taining 1-8), T (10th; at Paris, collected by Dianu 1895 = Gronow’s Thuaneus 
and Frigell’s Colbertinus), D (10th; at Florence), R (11th; at Rome, D’s twin- 
brother according to Frigell), L (12th or 13th; at Leyden), A? (13th; Brit. 
Mus. Harl. 2493), and finally the fragments E (roth or rth) of ii—vi. at 
Einsiedeln. 

Of these T has a large number of changes (T*), which almost invariably 
are made from a MS of the a type; and an alien but early hand in A has 
apparently used M, or at least a MS of the £6 type. 

The early printed editions seem mostly derived indirectly from this group y. 

H and T are undoubtedly the best of y, and I fully agree with Dianu 
about the close kinship of the two MSS as far as they can be compared (ze. 
in vi. vii. viii.), and elsewhere I attempted to show® the pre-eminence of 
the neglected H, especially in Books i-v. (or at least i-iv.), also that the 
scribe of H was too ignorant to have made innovations himself, and that the 
numerous bad separations, while showing his ignorance, also point to some near 
contact with an uncial MS. 


I. 


Now Oxoniensis seems to clear up some of the difficulties connected with 
the origin of this group y, and of H in particular; in fact it is very plainly a 
faithful copy of a very carefully edited MS, itself not later than the toth century, 
or of an older MS corrected at that time, and the following seem to have 
beén the chief characteristics of this exemplar from which O was derived :* 

(1) A great number of obvious errors were corrected, eg. iii. 13. 8. O 
alone with the Veronese palimpsest has im Zuscos for imtus cos; in v. 15. II 
O and E® alone with H (corrected by H, I think) have the necessary non ; 
in v. 28. 4 sospites for hospites I found first in H (as Drak. rightly reports), 
then in A, and finally in O—a notable instance of the consensus of the British 
trio | 

(2) Attempts had been made to make sense out of obscurities (but happily 
of these deliberate changes there are only just enough to show that a real 
editor was at work). The best example is perhaps—as it shows O’s parent 


1 We asked Signor Rostagno to date it for us. copy of the same exemplar made (before the edition 
"See Class. Kev. Nov. 1904, pp. 392-3, where I was begun or completed) by an inferior scribe, and 
describe its value for the 1st Decade; Luchs had under less watchful direction. 
already seen the value of its 14th cent. additions as 5 Dr. Conway has made notes from E which tend to 
good ‘ Spirensian.’ show that it is very close to O, and in some places 
® Proc. of Camb. Phil. Soc. Nov. 1902. corrected by E* into harmony with O. 
‘With regard to H I can only suggest that it is a 
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at his worst—v. 50. 5; zussumque templum in noua uia Ato Locutio fiert becomes 
in O and E tussumque templum in noua tam locatione fieri. But even here how 
infinitely is he superior to the gentleman who complacently scribbles ‘ recognobi’ 
after tampering with each book of Cod. Puteanus, spreading corruption through 
all the 3rd Decade. 

In x. 9. 6 (where the censure of an ill-act by declaring it ‘improbe factum’ 
was regarded in the old days as a very severe condemnation) Livy is made 
to say by Zingerle munc utx seruus ero tta minetur quisquam, merely out of 
reverence for M’s uzx seruos ero (which is a mere dittograph seruo sero); F has 
uzxum seruio (perhaps a dittograph seruo serio), P utzsum serio, U uix st summo 
serto, DLA utx seru (or sertt), O and T ute seruo (O has in one or two 
places wu for z hereabouts, and it is just possible, though not probable, that the 
exemplar had serio, which seems the right reading). 

(3) In the exemplar careful and sensible choice was made generally 
between diverse readings and dittographs: eg. in iii. 54. 10. O reads without 
hesitation CONVELLVNT inde signa profectique Romam where all have conuertunt; 
but conuellunt has been long accepted on the authority of the marginal reading 
of Vorm. Rhen. (see group #8), and more lately supported by the marginal 
reading of P, where it has been put by that able and careful editor responsible 
for P, whose authority is somewhat obscured under the description P* In 
ix. 5. 7 O wisely chooses missos (caecos in foueam missos) with MTDLA 
against the mzssos lapsos of PFU and the reported /apsos of R, which T?® and 
some moderns also choose. In vi. 24 however (where Camillus has to be 
lifted on to his horse) O somewhat unwisely but naturally chooses sudlatus 
for the subiectus of TDRLA, sudblatus subtectus of M, sudbuectus (a variant shown 
also by T) sudblatus eorum of H. On the other hand O keeps the dittograph 
occasionally (lest his enemits should scoff!) as in vi. 12 indici inductum; 
inductum indict M, inductum UF*, tndictum cett. where U is right with a very 
early correction in F. In vi. 12. 3 TDLA have facttum praetermissum, 
OMPFU facttum praetermissumque, H practermissum alone. This chapter is a 
good specimen of the way O supports MPF against the here usually corrupt 
THD etc. 

(4) The exemplar possessed a large number of unique or almost unique 
readings; this came from my ‘trial trench,’ x. 12. 6. Romanus egressus in 
aciem ubi PROFECTIONE hostium concessam utctoriam uidet, progressus in castra 
uacuis ... potitur; here profectione has long struggled for rccognition, the edd. 
vett. and Madvig supporting it; Zingerle puts it out, M. Miller puts it in; all 
the MS! have professtone, but a very late correction in A gives profectione. 

In x. 19. 1 O has ACCIENDVM for accipiendum (in ne collegae auxilium, quod 
acciendum ultro fuerit, sua sponte oblatum sperneret); a reading which since 
Gronow proposed it, has been bolstered up by the authority of M; but 
Alschefski was wrong in his report, as it is the reading only of M®. 


1I have no record of DR here. 
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These are but specimens of true readings for which O will henceforth be 
the sole, or nearly the sole, authority, fully 50 in all; some few with V as 
praesidits (v. 55. 1) for praedtis, tabernaculis with VM (iil. 44. 6) for ¢adernzs ; 
about 16 with H alone in Books ii-v., but only 6 with H in vi.—vili; and 
about the same number with the rest combined (of which I counted 4 or 5 
with M, 3 with F, 6 or 7 simple corrections with U). 

Further illustrative examples of O may be given here without comment: 
iii. 51. 2 H has cappellare, O has ‘appellare. 

In v. 49. 2 M has rennentes, the rest retinentes, O renttentes. 

In iii, 70. 6 MF reueheretur (impf. like the rest in the sentence), P 
reuchereatur and H reuereatur O reuehatur. And in ix. 34. 16 Aemilia lege 
censuram geram et solus geram, PF omit the second geram, but put it after guem 
below, and U promptly changes it to gui gerat; O omits the second geram. 

We may reasonably conclude then, I think, that if O does nothing else, it 
shows that the first Decade was carefully edited in or before the 1oth century ; 
(H being connected at least for its earlier half with this edition or the MS 
used for it), and that through such 13th century MSS as A and their derivatives, 
it was really the basis of the first printed editions; also that we must somewhat 
regroup our MSS by division or subdivision of y. Thus the new y' will be 
OEH (i-v. or i-iv.), and y’ will be TDRLA with H (vi. or v. to viii.); but 
further in stemmata-making I decline to go, for ‘stemmata quid faciunt?’ except 
much stereotyped mischief ? 


Il. 


So far, then, enough perhaps has been said to show the great importance 
of O for the history of the text. It may be asked, is it more than a good 
edition ?, the answer is difficult, because we know nothing of the text between 
the beginning of the 5th century and the roth. In the 3rd Decade the Turin 
palimpsest and the rehabilitation of the Spirensian tradition through the dis- 
covery of a leaf of Spirensis have shown there were other lines of descent 
besides Puteanus, and the new Roman fragments suggest the possibility of a 
third line for the 4th Decade; so with the Ist Decade there may have been 
other lines besides that of the Symmachian tradition, as indeed the Veronese 
palimpsest might suggest, or some variations given in Symmachus’ recension 
itself. The fact that PFU drop the Symmachian subscriptiones and O keeps 
only one might even indicate that other MSS were used in their composition, 
And as all show more or less traces of editing, it seems only possible to judge 
the different MSS on their own merits; and to compare O with the best of 
each of the groups. 

(2) M is generally regarded as the chief MS, and its excellencies are 
undoubtedly great; but there is considerable unevenness about it: in Books vi. to 
viii! I have found it very frequently extremely bad, whereas Prof. Conway 


1The early part of vii. may be specially instanced; repetitions, marginal incorporations, blunders of all 
kinds abound; most of which are given by Alschefski. 
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finds it excellent in i-iv.; but the goodness and badness correspond very 
largely to the divisions of the work according to handwriting made by Prof, 
Conway.! Leo, the scribe of Quaternions }i. to x., xii, xiii, xxi—end 
(= Books i. 9-iii. 71, iv. 21I-v. 7, viii. 14-x.), was, like Nerissa, a pains 
taking clerk; he faithfully copied all he saw before him, and put somewhere in 
the margin (without knowing where it belongs) all that he found in the margin, 
so that whatever Leo has written is worthy of consideration. ‘Tertius,’ as 
Prof. Conway calls the scribe of the Quaternions that give v. 7 to viii. 14, 
is so careless that his authority is in my judgment very inferior, and therefore 
unsupported readings of his should not be allowed to set aside the readings of 
other MSS without sufficient reason, as sometimes they have been allowed to 
do, merely because they are in M. My conclusion is then that only some ~ of M 
is authoritative, that is roughly i-iv. ix. x., though I readily acknowledge 
that the faults of ‘Tertius’ are of carelessness, not of depravity. (For the big 
dislocations in Book vii. and in Book ix. it would be unfair to blame either 
scribe personally, but they may be set off against O’s small dislocation and its 
loss of part of Book iv. quoted above.) 

(6) P is the chief of group a, and a worthy rival, if not equal, of M. Left to 
himself, and without P*’s interfetence, able as it is, P not infrequently shows 
the same good qualities as Leo, though he is an inferior scribe; and these 
occasional vestigia of correct readings, as well as the beauty and age of the 
MS, have made it the most important of its group. PP? is a careful and able 
editor, and helps P in his difficulties; where either corrects, the text is generally 
thereby brought into harmony, rightly or wrongly, with F. With regard to 
dittographs we have seen that PFU usually have only one, and that the easier. 

(c) The tendency of group y, as we have seen, is rather to keep the harder 
of each pair of dittographs; it has also preserved many good readings 
(especially H) lost by the other groups, and in one- remarkable passage 
(viii. 31. 6 and 7) has preserved the correct order of the sentences where PFU 
have deranged two sentences and M one. The worst faults perhaps of this 
group (at least of y ii excepting T) is the incorporation of marginal summaries 
and the dropping of sentences between homoioteleuta (H dropping a further 
number). But O has few, if any, of these faults; all the scribes are careful, 
and I noticed only one scribe who shows a slight tendency to repetition, 
and the scribes’ extreme care is shown by the fact that in Book ix. 45, 46 the 
scribe leaves in four places blank space for single words that he finds illegible 
in his exemplar, and puts req. in the margin; (there are one or two in iii. 
without req.); but far from incorporating marginal summaries and the like, the 
supervising editor or the writer of the exemplar had a keen eye for glosses as 
well as discrimination in dealing with dittographs, even perhaps to excess of 
suspiciousness ; ¢g. he rejects with much probability sicuts Decius deuoutt in 
viii. 10. 13, and Scaptius in iii. 72. 6, and in iii. 12. 4 he writes (with V 


1 Camb. Phil. Soc. Nov. 1902. 
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alone) mzssum, not ipsum missum. Nor has O such monstrosities as Martis 
uouet auritbus (T and H) for Marti suouetauri/ibus; and is on the side of M 
and P in a very great number of instances (eg. practically all through vi. 12) 
against its own group. Moreover, O’s spelling is good and his words almost 
invariably correctly divided, as in vi. 20. 16 erepta e manibus (with H I think) 
where M has ereptae and PFU erepta and T (but corrected) D(?) erepte. In 
fact none of the MSS in this respect can be compared with O except to their 
disadvantage, and none except T in the reasoned interlinear division of syllables. 

If we add these qualities of O to the unique readings and the readings 
found with H alone, or M alone, or F alone, and even V alone, we are forced 
to recognise O as the best MS of the third group at least, and I cannot but 
think that the test of time and the fuller comparison of O with other MSS in 
a Critical Apparatus will lift it to even a higher place. H must certainly give 
way. P and M may have to yield too, and be able to exult merely over the 
cureless wounds that time and damp and Oscan rats have dealt to O. 


W. C. F. WALTERS. 


King’s College, London, May, 1908. 


(Read before the Oxford Philological Society, Jan. 1908.) 



































VARIA GRAECA. 


1. SOME scholia on the Odyssey (y 284-490), very brief but so far the 
most valuable as the oldest, have been published from a papyrus, parts of 
which have found their way to London and Vienna, by Kenyon (/. PA. 
xxii. 238) and Wessely (Mittheilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus 
Erzherzog Rainer vi. 1894), and commented on by Ludwich (Homerica vi. 
1894 and Ueber die Papyrus-Commentare zu den Homerischen Gedichten, 1902, 
p. 20 sq.). 

One annotation still requires reading: on y284 ds 6 mev &vOa Katécyer’ 
ETELYOMEVOS Ep dd0i0. The note runs 


KaTecye" eTrevyo" ami® wor Kat eva’. 


The third word is clearly the name of the grammarian Apion. The next 
Kenyon gives as Ao*%, Wessely as mo*, and the latter expanded it as 10x Gos, 
the nickname of Apion. To this Ludwich justly objected that the article 
was necessary; Ludwich himself took mo* «at eva* to represent two other 
Homeric scholars of unknown names, The key is elsewhere. 


0 526 


»” « 
evyouat eAmouevos Au rt’ GrrAowiv Te Bevin 


éefeXaav evOevee xuvas Knpeaoipopyrous. 


Schol. A Sri Znvodoros ypape EXrouat evyouevos—and ovrws 7 ypagn, evxoua 
éAmouevos, OU TO evavriov. Zenodotus’ inversion of the indicative and participle 
is supported by a quotation from Plutarch and a substantial minority of MSS. 
With this clue we read above 
Karérxer’ emevyouevos' ’Ariwv uler]ox[n]} Kat evavrior, 

ie. the other reading was 4mevye xatacyouevos. If the papyrus will not 
admit évavriov, we might do with éevaAda~. Such inversions are found else- 
where: 9 207 €v@’ axaxorro xaOjpuevos, xaBorr’ axaynuevos Zen. € 377 xaipovow 


édovres, xaipovtes dover, p245 UBpiCwv opées, vBpiCes popéwr, 


2. E118 dog de re p’ avdpa éXelv Kai €¢ Opunv eyxeos e\ Beir, 


Schol. A obrws &v risw “Hpwdravds’ 9 de ypadn tovde Te p’ avdpa, Tradition here 
has been signally justified. The variant, pooh-poohed by Dindorf, has been found 
in Ox. Pap. 223. The scholion also was despaired of : Cobet with the violence of 
ignorance wished to write ovrws é Tisw' “Hpwdiavos de ypade xr., obliterating the 
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idiomatic 7 ypady. Kayser thought the scholion was the remnant of a longer 
note, ovrws év Tisw avtvypados evpeiv gyow “Hpwdiavos; even Ludwich says 
‘offenbar verdorben.’ That is to say, the constant appearance of & Tim, & 
riot, €v GAAw (sc. avtvypadw, BiBriw) on the margins of MSS. and elsewhere, 
implying collation—the duty of the conscientious publisher (Strabo 609) or 
the careful reader (ib. 790)—will not allow &v tiow to have another meaning. 
I suggested, C.R. 1900, p. 17, that €v twew “Hpwdravos meant ‘ Herodian in 
some of his works,’ and I can now prove it. 

Justin Martyr i. p. 20 Otto ws xat éy Tiow of romral, ii. p. 236 ToAmwot 
Neyev Thy ekyynow... Herodian Te pi hovnpous 
heews c. 39 ev Tiow ev MadOaxois Kpativov rapepiAakte Luupmaxos, ‘in some 
passages in the Mad@axoi,’ 


pn ejvat év tisw adnOy. 


Suidas ’AugioBureiv év Tit o€ TO auquoByreiv. 
Two MSS. give éuot for év tiow, from which it may be inferred that €v ti 
implies Adyots, Urouvmmact etc., not avtvypados. These places seem certain, 
and probably decide the next quotation; Steph. Byz. Mupyérar év riot Tov 
‘Hpwdavot ypapera xaxas. The following are ambiguous: Steph. Byz. “Emooa 
# or ” , 7 ‘ 4 4 a - , 

. ey tiot de "Epueca eUpnta. Kavada ev tice de kai dia TOU t ypaderat. 


Kapovevros .. . €v test de ypaderat Kapvevros. In Harpocration’s article 
'‘Arporwy, the wording shows that €v tit requires avtvypados. 

Galen’s careful system of reference (which he expounds vii. 869, 870 
Kiihn) apparently does not allow him to say év ti simply; cf. however 
v. p. 451 Kiihn év GAdow ré riot kai re Lodirry, ib. 631 ev GAXow TE Tice 
kal mévrot kat QearriTw, 647 ev GAAow TE Tist Kav Tois wept ‘ImroKparous 
avaTouns Umouvipact, iv. 275 év GAAow TE Tice Kal TH Uy’ wept amodei~ews 
sim. vi. 97, vil. 21. 

The somewhat more substantial phrases év érépors, ev GAXow (sc. Aoyors, 
irouvnnact, BiBrLow, xwpiows) are so common at least as early as s. ii. A. O. 
as to be normal. 

Galen iii. 699K. dédeKra: pev odv Kat ToUTO avTO ev Erépots dn Wreiocw. 
iv. 233 dedecxrat yap TovTo ev érépows, 455 ev eTepois eipyra Cf. 536, 641, 751, 
v. 154, 164, 169, 346, 349 (in the words of Chrysippus) and passim; év ardor 
v. 620, vii. 528; év érépw ix. 420, év GAAw Vii. 537; €v mwoAXois ix. 420; ev 
Tos dmrac vii. 461. 

Justin ii, 198 Otto cat wadw ev érépois mwepi Tov avrov "laxwB efayyedAwv 
Taira gnow; 412 év GAdow: 396, 404, 425 elrov ev modXois; iv. ev erépy 
(v.ll. érépa, érépos) gyoi and presumably these expressions are frequent in 
Christian literature. 

We find the substantive added: Galen iv. 740 rav én dedevyuevwy ev Erepors 
vrouvjuacw, V. 125 ev éerépw dédexrar AOyw, 288 ev GAXowg Toots, Justin il. 444 
év ETEpois Tadw AOYyots. ; 

Eustathius (1475. 48, 1542. $9, 1653. 60, 1773. 24, 1783. 15, 1832. 51, 1837. 23, 
1871. 31, 1882. 18) uses év GAXow and éy woAXois in quotations very frequently. 
Kar’ adda Clem. Alex. ii. 224 Migne=264 Sylb. is an equivalent as are 
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&:’ érépwv, xa’ Erepa, érépwht. Compare also Suidas ade... Td dé obrws be 
Trois mAEaoTras dnXoi. 

These passages leave no doubt about the meaning of schol. 2 657 ev érépors 
6 ‘Hpwéavos gnot, roca pépy eoti TO toconuap or Of schol. Z 307 ev ardor 


Hpwé:avos Aéyer, and in the quotation in question allow us to render ovras 


O e 
év tiaw ‘Hpwéiavos ‘ Herodian in some passages.’ 


3. Tebtunis Papyri 266 (vol. ii.) 


A599 Tov de idwy evonoe rodapKns dios 'AyxiAXevs, 
éoTHKE yap eTl mpvuyy meyaKyre vn, 
eiz0powv Tovoy aim iwxa Te Sdaxpvoetoay. 
602 aia & éraipov éov IlarpoxAja mpocéerev 

p0eyEauevos apa vos’ Oo de KXoinBev axovoas 

sll a ow - - ” . , 9 , 

exuorev icos” Ap’ xaxov 6 apa ot méeXev apxy. 
As far as 602 the version of the papyrus is the same as the vulgate, verbal 


differences apart. After 602 it proceeded differently, viz. 


603 exiynoev TO ~~ = 


Aw7rave - = 


Awmravew, as the edd. and Mr. Moulton (C:Q. 1908, p. 138) observe, is post- 
Homeric. I have therefore no hesitation in completing 602 by xapnvoy, in the 
sense of xujoas de xapn. Kapyvoy sing. and meaning ‘head’ literally occurs in 
Alexandrian verse, and in h. Hom. xxviii. 8 viii. 12 (the latter the bastard 
Orphic intruder into the collection); it is a v.l. A 309. These escapes from the later 
language hail as a rule from literature—whether Hesiod or Alexandria; and I 
should be inclined to regard -\w7ave as due to the influence of Alexandrian 
verse rather than to an Ionic rhapsode. The verses were altered in obedience 
to the criticism preserved in schol. A ad loc.; onueouvrai tiwes Sti ov woppwle 


mn mpoavadwrynots. The whole may have run 


avToQev ex vnos y" 6 8 Exivncev TO Kapnvor’ 
auTap emei TO y’ axovoe Bows 6 y' eXiutrave oikov. 
Instead of the explicit xaxov 6’ apa of wéXev apxy the later taste preferred that 
Achilles should shake his head. 
A few lines further on 
609 viv d ow mepi youvar’ éua orncerOa 'Axaiovs 
610 Arcromevous’ xpew yap ikaverat ovKeT avexTos 
for the second line the papyrus gives 
-AeTOV OTTE avaKToOS. 
‘These eyes can only be Hector’s; an Alexandrian might have said 
i yap odpas xaTa vgas eeiAeTov Ooce avaKTos. 


In the same collection, p. 19 no. 270, occurs a small piece of scholia or the 
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like; the quotation, which the edd. say is apparently not from Homer, is o 130. 
What the word etymologised is I do not see. 


4. Hibeh 19. 

B797 ws wor em’ eipyvns. The papyrus has .. . re epyyn, which points to ae 
rore eipyvy, Which would betray the digamma in eipjyy assumed by etymologists, 
but without other evidence in Homer. 

['278 «at woramot xai yaia cai of UrévepOe Kamovras 
avOpwrous tivveOev 6 Tis K emiopxov omoccy. 

For 279 the papyrus has .vra. under uzévepOe, evidently rivwwra, from 
an objection to the dual; the plural stands in the parallel passage T 260, but 
in the same place, 2-3rd foot, as rivveAov. The removal to the 5th makes a 
line which may be restored; avOpwmrovs émopxovvras Tivwwrat omicow, cf. X. 19 
etc. 

I'336 xpari 8 ém ipOiuw xuveny evruxrov €Onxev 
troup, dewov de Aopos kaOvrepOev Evever. 
After this the papyrus adds a line of which ray in the second foot remains. 
Perhaps 


‘ ’ % , , ‘ = er , we 
devov & aud autnv xaita pwovro (mitvayro) avaxTos. 
653 of & apa deirvov EXovTo xapn Kopowvres ‘Axaoi 
piuga cata xrXicias, aro 6 avtou Owpijccovro. 


After this the papyrus adds in the §th foot 


54a Ce 
b -.aya.. 
c Tikep vw 
d ée € ve 


The last three lines resemble B477-9. Line 54a is perhaps uupiot, doca Te 
gi\X\a Kat GvOca fpos ev Spy, an adaptation of B468. The next may be & & 
avrois Owpnocet’ apap Kpeiwy ayaueuvwv. 


8 204 au d€ agiat Bovrec vixny. 


read erOAmv Kat péeya Kidos id ayAaoy evxos aperOa, cl. 8 176. 

I may notice that one of the restorations proposed of ©2524, feus de 
ratnp wrpuve df , Viz. padayyas xudei’ yaiwy, offends against ‘ Wernecke’s 
Law,’ which, however inefficacious against tradition, may be held to invalidate 
a conjecture. 


23 v.45 oyxerAe kal pev Tis Te xepeiou weiOeO’ Eraipy. Instead of Oapoe: 
in foot 5, where every letter is doubtfal, query y’ aivei, with dative as erawweiv 
7167 2312 h. Herm. 456 and aiveiy in tragedy. 


T. W. ALLEN. 

























W. A. MERRILL’S LVCRETIVS. 


T. Lucreti Cari De Rerum Natura libri sex, edited by WILLIAM AUGUSTUS 
MERRILL, Ph.D., Professor of Latin in the University of California. New 
York: American Book Company. No date. Pp. 806. 


PROFESSOR MERRILL’S main object, he tells us, is to ‘bring into compact form 
the results of critical work’ on Lucretius since 1886, the date of Munro’s last 
edition. Such an undertaking is thoroughly justified, as many passages of 
the poem have been cleared up in the last twenty years. But, though many 
scholars have worked at Lucretius, there is one name that throws all the rest 
into the shade. Giussani’s edition is, as Professor Merrill says, indispensable. 
One may say more than this: if a student has mastered Munro and Giussani, 
he is really in a position to understand what can now be understood of 
Lucretius, and need not greatly care if he leaves all the rest unread. If this 
is true, an edition such as the present, which does not offer an_ original 
solution of the problems, must stand or fall according to the use made of the 
praeclara reperta of Giussani. 

The introduction (pp. 11-56) deals with a variety of topics: the date of 
Lucretius and the traditions about his death, the subject of his poem, the 
Epicurean system, the sources of the poem, the style and metre, the MSS. 
and editions. The whole can be read with interest; but with the details it 
is impossible to express satisfaction. There is great disproportion in the 
treatment: the wzfae of Lucretius are very fully discussed, but on the obscurer 
details of the philosophy nothing is said. Nor is the arrangement of topics 
clear: after four pages given to Epicurean ethics, the account of Epicurean 
logic is started in the same paragraph. The writer is not always consistent: 
on p. I5 he says ‘it is hard to believe that a mind strong enough to 
conceive and work out a poem of such worth, could have suffered from 
intermittent insanity, and on p. 16 ‘the belief in his intermittent insanity is 
not inconsistent with ... the condition of the poem.’ On p. 20 he writes in 
the text that Cicero ‘once declared publicly that his time was always free 
for poets’; and it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that this is meant 
to represent a passage from the pro Sestio given in the foot-note, megue poetae 
temport meo defuerunt. This introduction is in no way a substitute for 
Munro’s introductions or for Giussani’s prefatory volume. 

The text which has no critical notes at the foot of the page, keeps closely 
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to the MS. tradition. Thus, in Book i. efferre is read (1. 141), horum (1. 450), 
terris with an obelus (1. 469); no lacuna is indicated before 1]. 190, 600, 1085, 
1115; ll. 334 and 454 are both retained. The editor in his preface agrees 
with Brieger and Giussani that Lachmann’s theory of an interpolator irrisor is 
no longer tenable; yet he, like the other two, removes i. 44-49 from his text, 
and in his note attributes their presence to the interpolator whose existence 
he has denied. Lachmann’s square brackets, Brieger’s marks of double recension, 
Giussani’s transpositions—all these have disappeared. The text seems not to 
contain any original emendations or re-arrangement of paragraphs. 

In the commentary (pp. 259-789) the striking feature is the editor's 
knowledge of what has been written on the subject by others. The reader 
is referred to a multitude of papers in the different periodicals; no emendation 
or transposition that has ever got itself printed seems to be omitted here. 
Thus the editor does perform what he undertook in his preface to do; but 
he does it in such a way that the ordinary ‘student will be puzzled and 
confused rather than helped. For instance—if there is anything certain about 
the text of Lucretius, it is that ll. 503-598 of Book i. do not, as they now 
stand, give a satisfactory sense. Munro, it is true, denied this, but he stands 
alone in doing so. Accordingly Professor Merrill has a note on 1. §5§1 (it 
should have come earlier) in which he refers to the views of ten different 
scholars on the meaning and correct distribution of these paragraphs. In each 
case he gives only the reference and the conclusions; the ten distinct remedies 
are disposed of in one note of twenty lines. But it is the business of an 
editor to do more than this; he ought first to study what others have written 
and then to state, for the use of the student, what seems to him the true, 
or at least the most probable, solution of the puzzle. A /ahresbericht is one 
thing, and a commentary is another. Here, as elsewhere, Giussani goes to 
work in a different way: he points out clearly all the difficulties, notices 
briefly the conclusions of other scholars, and then states fully a proposal of 
his own. You may accept his conclusions or you may not; but at least you 
must recognise the insight with which he pounces on the real points at issue 
and the power he shows in dealing with the problem. 

Lucretius requires so much explanation that an editor who proposes to 
limit his work to one volume should rigorously banish all superfluous matter 
from his notes. Much of what appears in the present commentary, though 
it may be interesting, is not essential to the learner. Thus Lucretius comes to 
discuss the existence of tempus (i. 450) and declares tempus non esse per se, but 
does not say what fempus is; so that editors very properly quote the definition 
of Epicurus, a definition which urgently needs explanation. Now Professor 
Merrill’s note gives sixteen lines to the views of Kant, Spencer, Lewes, and 
Whewell, and four lines to the Epicurean definition. The student, after reading 
the note, is bound to ask: ‘why is fempus an euentum and not a contunctum?’ 
But he will get no answer here: No hint is given him that Giussani 
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propounded a theory of contuncta and euenta which does answer this question, 
Giussani’s theory has not been universally accepted; but it holds the field, 
and no editor ought to pass it by in silence. 

The same criticism may fairly be brought against the statistics with 
which these notes are packed. It is not possible, in a book of moderate 
compass, to include these without excluding matters of greater importance 
for the reader. We are told (p. 305) that ger occurs 309 times in Lucretius; 
but we are not told of the double sense of zmane which puzzled every attentive 
student until it was excellently explained by Giussani. On aligue (p. 304) 
we have this note: ‘this word in its different forms occurs, with elision of the 
vowel of the word preceding, in 229, where it is in the first foot, and in 812, 
883; 2, 546; 3, 64 where it occurs in the fifth and sixth: it stands in the 
sixth foot with gue in 1, 859; 5, 322, 1, 56; in the fifth and sixth without 
elision in 1, 816; 4, 630; in the fifth without elision in 2, 1156; 4, 1068; 
in the first in 5, 220; in the first and second in 1, 254.’ If this note and 
others like it had been omitted, there would have been room for some remarks, 
quite indispensable there, on Lucretius’ theory of nutrition on i. 196. In general 
there is not nearly enough explanation of the argument, and some of the 
explanations given are quite wrong: thus the primordia and the muinimae 
partes of which they are composed are actually identified (i. 625 and 627), 
There are many notes on metre in which Lucretius is taken to task for his 
shortcomings: sed mutarentur and cum tempestates are ‘inelegant metrically’; 
in opera sine diuom ‘the rule, that when the last two words are disyllabic 
the word preceding should be monosyllabic, is broken.’ But this severe critic 
in a note on obtritum pondere terrae (iii. 893) tells us that obrutum of MSS. 
‘may be right,’ and again remarks ¢p. 299) that ‘ wolucres is used oftener than 
alites by Lucretius.’ 

In conclusion, it must be said that this book is of little value to those 
who wish to know what Lucretius really meant. To such students a complete 
translation of Giussaniss Commentary with his Studi Lucreziani and Note 
Lucreziane would be a far greater boon. 


J. D. DUFF. 
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CARTAULT’S A CENTURY ON 


TIBVLLVS.! 


THE Professor of Latin Poetry in the University of Paris has addressed himself 
to a piece of work which badly wanted doing, and he has done it, on the whole, 
very well. His object, as the first words of his preface declare, was not simply | 
to produce a bibliographical repertory, however serviceable this might be, but 
a study in history and methodology. The labour of giving a summary of the 
contributions of scholars to the criticism and elucidation of the collection which 
passes under the name of Tibullus during the nineteenth century is, as he 
rightly says, ‘enormous, and M. Cartault has thrown in besides, to the great 
advantage of his readers, a chapter of 74 pages upon the century and a 
quarter preceding, which stretches from Scaliger 1577 to Heyne 1708. 

More than one quality is required for the adequate performance of such 
a task. The mere collection and presentation of the material demanded no 
ordinary industry, patience and method. These M. Cartault has in a high 
degree. His industry is exemplified in his collations of various editions of 
Tibullus with previous, or standard, texts. The figures which he has thus 
obtained are instructive from more than one point of view. Thus we learn 
that, compared with Huschke’s edition (1819), Lachmann’s edition (1829) shows 
‘an improvement in about 180 places and a deterioration in a little over 20’ 
(p. 141). Haupt (1853) ‘improves on Lachmann’s text in some 20 passages, 
but corrupts it in about 12’ (p. 181). De la Ville de Mirmont (1904) 
has not improved Hiller’s text of Lygdamus for certain in a_ single 
passage. On the other hand he has introduced ‘readings of inferior MSS. or 
conjectures’ into about 18 places (p. 522). From M. Cartault’s catalogues 
raisonnées (to which we must regret that he did not append an index of 
personal names), a reader will have no difficulty in discovering what has been 
said on any of the numerous topics that have agitated Tibullian scholars. His 
summaries of progress in the successive periods which he distinguishes are clear 
and succinct. His style has the lucidity that we expect from France. 

In the selection of his material M. Cartault has proceeded upon a plan 
to which he has consistently adhered. He admits reviews but excludes trans- 
lations and anthologies. The policy of the latter exclusion might be questioned ; 
it might be thought that a book of this magnitude should have noticed all 


1A propos du corpus Tibullianum, un sitele 


Université de Paris: Bibliotheque de la Faculté 
de philologie latine classique par A. CARTAULT. 


des Lettres. Paris, 1906. Pp. viii+ 569. Price 18 fr. 
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contributions to Tibullian studies wherever they were to be found, and that 
the editing even of a portion of an author gives a claim to recognition 
comparable to that of the censors of other men’s work. But I am loth to 
dwell upon this, for a reason that will subsequently appear, and content myself 
with observing that in M. Cartault’s pages a frequent and copious reviewer, 
such as Dr. H. Magnus, attains a prominence to which he is not in strictness 
entitled. 

The book aims at being more than a chronicle or digest: in its primary 
intention it is a historical and critical survey. For this further qualifications 
are required, which M. Cartault sums up as competence and impartiality, 
The question of the first he naturally leaves to others. On the second he writes 
as follows, Préf. p. vii: 

Quant 4 la seconde, je l’ai appliquée intégralement ; on n’a pas le droit de reprocher 
a un jugement d’étre sévére, s'il est fondé; je n’ai cherché que la vérité, sans respect 
superstitieux pour les grands noms; c’est peut-étre la premiére fois qu’on verra les 
mérités et les faiblesses appréciés sans préjugés d’école et avec le récul nécessaire. 


Before a statement of claim thus put forward criticism retires abashed, 
a reviewer is tempted to ejaculate ‘my gracious!’ and a reader driven to 
wonder whether Mr. Warde Fowler’s suggestion (Virgil's Messianic Eclogue, p. 68 
note) that M. Cartault has ‘no sense of humour,’ is so very far from the mark. 
But in its substance the claim appears to be just. Apart from occasional 
outbursts of spleen which the tedium of toiling through ‘fatras’ (as the writer 
justly calls much of what he has to deal with) very naturally provokes, and 
apart from certain personal dislikes which he does not attempt to disguise, as 
where he speaks of the ‘logique brutale’ of Ritschl (pp. 207-8) or of 
Lachmann’s ‘caractére étroit et détestable’ (p. 130),! his impartiality is beyond 
dispute. Candour too must be awarded to him. He does not condescend to 
parade a tattered infallibility, and when he sees that he has been wrong, he 
owns it (p. 415). Where M. Cartault judges harshly, as he does in the case 
of Heyne and others, it is not from prejudice, but from failure to appreciate 
some part of the relevant facts or to allow for the conditions of the times. 
Judgment and sentence should always be kept apart. And a prudent critic in 
the present age will remember its bias to the crudely material and its perpetual 
craving for extrinsic and material support, and will hesitate before severely 
condemning the exspatiations of the human intellect before it was tied to 
the methodic and scientific exploration of texts; nor will he, in a word, 
compound for sins he is inclined to By damning those he has no mind to. 

In speaking of Scaliger, ‘Scaliger est donc un révolutionnaire,’ M. Cartault 
protests against the abuse of the words ‘radical’ and ‘conservative’ in criticism. 

Ces mots de révolutionnaire et de conservateur, si usités en philologie, devraient en 
étre bannis, puis qu'il s’agit de science; la hardiesse n’est pas condamnable par elle- 
méme, mais il faut qu’elle résulte de l'état de la matiétre (p. 10). 


1M. Cartault is too fond of calling things ‘ wretched.’ 











The obje 
any more 
inquiry, I 
about ‘ha 
L’app’ 
mais il fau 
when we 
two are | 
abhors ;? 
remarks 
guiding f 
‘C'est 
n'ont pas 
and that 
at once « 
emendati 
Si ce 
des correc 
and the 
he knows 
a nervous 
deciding 
has been 
right; bu 
bottom o 
not find 
disapprov 
Tibullian 
Sulpicia, 
Tibullus, 
ranges hi 
On n 
sentiment 
Very dif 
Poets, p. 
I no 
The cons 
and metl 
Hau 
century | 
One of | 


serving of c 
NO. V) 


, and that 
recognition 
m loth to 
ent myself 
$ reviewer, 
1 strictness 


ts primary 
alifications 
npartiality, 
| he writes 


le reprocher 
ans respect 
n verra les 
sSaire. 


s abashed, 
driven to 
‘logue, p. 68 
the mark, 
occasional 
the writer 
yokes, and 
isguise, as 
8) or of 
is beyond 
escend to 
wrong, he 
the case 
appreciate 
the times, 
t critic in 
perpetual 
» severely 
s tied to 
a word, 
a to. 
. Cartault 
criticism. 
evraient en 
> par elle- 











CARTAULT’S A CENTURY ON TIBVLLVS 225 


The objection is rightly taken. But I fear that we cannot avoid the words 
any more than M. Cartault has avoided them, and it is therefore a natural 
inquiry, To which camp does he himself belong? When we read what he writes 
about ‘hardihood’ above, and about ‘aesthetic appreciations’ (p. 264) 

L’appréciation esthétique n’est pas une chose purement subjective ; c’est un critérium ; 
mais il faut qu'elle soit exercée par des gens compétents ; 
when we observe that of the five conjectures of his own recorded on p. 516, 
two are transpositions, the form of change which your true conservative most 
abhors ; when we note how little difference there is between the spirit of his 
remarks on the vatio which Broekhuysen (1708) professed to take as his 
guiding principle, 

‘C’est 1a en effet la régle supreme qui doit tout dominer; lillogisme et l’absurdité 
nont pas droit a l’existence (p. 23), . 
and that of Bentley’s aphorism res et ratio centum codicibus potiores, we should 
at once dub him ‘radical, but for the chilling effect of his remarks upon 
emendations, such as 

Si c'est une gloire pour un philologue que d’avoir introduit dans le texte d’un auteur 
des corrections évidentes et qui y sont démeurées, cette gloire lui appartient (p. 8), 
and the many instances in which he rejects a manifest improvement because 
he knows or suspects it to be a conjecture. On the whole I should call him 
a nervous radical rather than an unsettled conservative. 
deciding considerations in a question lie fairly near to the surface, or where it 
has been thrashed out by his predecessors, his judgment is usually sound and 
right; but the same cannot be said where a matter has to be probed to its 
bottom or long established theories to be peremptorily dismissed. So he does 
not find much use in fact for the ‘hardiesse,’ of which in theory he does not 
disapprove. The same is true of his aesthetic judgments. In the third non- 
Tibullian book he rightly contends that III. xiii. (=I1V. vii.) was written by 
Sulpicia, but he not only acquiesces in the ascription of III. xix. (IV. xiii.) to 
Tibullus, a pardonable concession to the pretensions in its 13th verse, but he 
ranges himself with the critics who regard it as entirely worthy of Tibullus: 


Accordingly, when the 


On n’en trouve pas dans ‘la toute poésie élégiaque latine qui soit inspirée d'un 
sentiment plus profond (p. 323). 

Very different was the judgment of R. Y. Sellar, Horace cond the Elegiac 
Poets, p. 259. 

I now pass on to speak of M. Cartault’s treatment of some particular points. 
The consideration of these details will throw more light upon his critical attitude 
and method than any amplifying of a general sketch. 

Haupt in a well-known dissertation had maintained that in the fourteenth 
century Guglielmo de Pastrengo, the friend of Petrarch, was acquainted with 


1One of these transpositions II. i. 39 sqq. is de- to be an improvement on /ontibus; but then we 
serving of consideration. At IV. i, 86 fom#is seems must read ws rather than sft. 
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Tibullus. Haupt’s proof was that he had an unmistakable paraphrase in prose 
of Tibullus I. 7. 29-36. M. Cartault comments, p. 173, ‘Mais cela prouve 
uniquement qu'il connaissait ce passage: reste a savoir comment il le connaissait, 
This is the airy agnosticism of the ‘conservateur. The sole purport of the 
quotation was to show that in the fourteenth century Tibullus had not been buried 
out of sight, but that to some readers at any rate his text was accessible. If 
the paraphrased verses had occurred either in the Parisian or in the Freisingen 
anthology, M. Cartault’s observation would have been a propos. As it is, the 
plain reader will ask, ‘Why should we imagine an intermediary between the 
quoter and the text?’ Seneca has quoted but a single scrap of Tibullus, and 
he has assigned it to Ovid. Will M. Cartault carry consistency to the point of 
saying ‘Cela prouve uniquement que Sénéque connaissait ce passage; reste d 
savoir comment il le connaissait’? 

At I. iii. 21 sq. 

audeat inuito ne quis discedere Amore 

aut sciat egressum se renuente deo 
M. Cartault (154 n. 2; cf. 504 n. 4) condemns sctet, an emendation of Doering 
which I have admitted into my text, nor will he accept Dissen’s explanation 
of the MS. sczat, ‘sciat ne signifie pas: damno suo discat, mais: qu’il sache par 
mon expérience’ ‘. . . mais avec le futur il faudrait un verbe signifiant: il 
constatera par lui-méme; scia¢t exprime l’avertissement que donne Tibulle d’aprés 
son expérience.’ 

The situation is this. Tibullus was, he says, warned by omens not to go, 
and still he went; and for this he has paid. Now he addresses others, ‘ Let 
none venture to leave his home against Love's will, otherwise—’ (au¢=in the 
alternative). Otherwise what? ‘Otherwise, says M. Cartault, ‘he must learn 
from my experience that he‘has braved a god’s displeasure by departing.’ There 
is no otherwise here. ‘The man might Anow from the experience of Tibullus 
that he was contravening a god’s prohibition, and yet venture to go.’ Even if 
Tibullus had said: ‘Let none dare to go against Love’s will; if he does go, it 
will be against the will of a god,’ his words would not have been a proper 
deterrent. To make them so, we have to add the sense, ‘as he will find out; 
and this is sctet. 

At I. iii. 71 ’ 

at niger in porta serpentum Cerberus ore’ 

stridet et aeratas excubat ante fores, 
Arthur Palmer had conjectured ‘per centum—ora’ and M. Cartault blames him 
for proposing and Dr. Magnus for accepting this correction. ‘stridet ne peut 
s'appliquer qu’au sifflement des serpents et non aux aboiements de Cerbére’ 
(p. 390). Very true, and so it is properly used of the ‘hundred’ snaky heads 
round the neck of Cerberus, as I have shown at length in the preface to Bréal’s 
Semantics (Eng. ed.), pp. xix—xxiv. 


Amore (deo, the god), but as meaning ‘against the 
will of heaven (deo, a god).’ 


1To save space I will assume that M. Cartault 
does not take prohkibente deo as another form of insiso 
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At I. vi. 21, ‘exibit quam saepe time,’ he defends the text against Francken’s 
guom saepe on the ground that fam saepe is ‘understood’ (316 n. 4). If Zam 
saepe were inserted, the phrase would need as much apology as before. As it 
stands, it is about as legitimate in Latin as ‘Tremble, as often she goes out’ 
for ‘as often as’ would be in English. If it is to be kept, it is an ill phrase 
on the analogy of guam diu. In the same note Francken is censured for 
emending a word in a passage, I. v. 11-14, which he rejects, ‘quel est ce 
procédé qui consiste a corriger ce qu’on supprime?’ Why? Interpolations 
are generally designed to mean something, and we may as well have them in 
the form intended by their authors. 

On III. iv. 64 and on vi. 46 he remarks that ‘fide doit prévaloir contre 
l'interpolation facile prece” A striking instance of the critic’s failure in proper 
hardihood. I will begin with the first place, where prece is only found in inter- 
polated MSS., ‘sed flecti poterit: mens est mutabilis illis: | tu modo cum 
multa bracchia tende prece. These words are spoken by Apollo, who then 
digresses to illustrate the power of Love from his own experience, and in 
73 sqq. returns to his subject, ‘nescis quid sit amor, iuuenis, si ferre recusas | 
immitem dominam coniugiumque ferum. | ergo ne dubita blandas adhibere 
querellas: | uincuntur molli pectora dura prece. Now turn to vi. 45 sq., where 
prece is not only in Renaissance MSS. but the Paris Excerpts, ‘nec uos aut 
capiant pendentia bracchia collo | aut fallat blanda sordida lingua prece.' Regard 
these passages side by side, and then say if the same word should not stand in 
all. Let it be fides if you can show us any satisfactory warrant or meaning 
either for multa fides or for dlanda fides. But if in one place you keep fide 
and in another prece, do not talk of method in the editing of texts. 

The reason why M. Cartault shrinks from altering fide into prece is that he 
does not see how the corruption arose. It must have been graphical, as fiaé 
has conversely been confused with prece at Horace, Ars P. 394 sq., ‘dictus et 
Amphion Thebanae conditor arcis| saxa mouere sono testudinis et fide 
blanda | ducere quo uellet, one of Peerlkamp’s neglected emendations. [The 
abbreviations in the Tironian Notes (ed. Schmitz) 34. 52 and 66. 85 are not so 
very dissimilar. } 

At I. v. 61 sqq. Tibullus urges the superiority of the poor to the rich as 
lovers. The lines are— 

pauper erit praesto tibi semper: pauper adibit 
primus et in tenero fixus erit latere ; 

pauper in angusto fidus comes agmine turbae 
subicietque manus efficietque uiam : 

pauper ad occultos, furtim deducet amicos 
uinclaque de niueo detrahet ipse pede. 


In the Classical Review for 1900, xiv. p. 295, I conjectured ‘pauper adhuc 


from Prop. iii. 23. 18, and Octauia, 158. So the 
compiler thinks the same epithet appropriate to do/us 


and to fides. 


1The Zhesaurus (s.u. d/andus) quotes this place 
with fide in the text, and no mention of a variant: 
the next two citations are for d/andi do/i ‘amantium,’ 
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luteos suvts deducet amutctus’ (the last word amuctus is a correction in Baehrens’ 
MS. G) for reasons there set forth. Prof. Cartault (p. 504) finds this conjecture 
‘decidément mauvaise’; Prof. Tyrrell, on the other hand, in his Anthology of 
Latin Poetry (1901), declares it to be an ‘admirable emendation,’ and prints it 
in the text. I wish that I could apply M. Cartault’s maxim about ‘the aesthetic 
appreciations of competent persons’ (supra p. 225) to this case; but I feel unequal 
to the task. So I pass to the next point; ‘il est contraire 4 la methode de 
partir d'une correction de la 2de main de G.’ I do wot ‘start from the second 
hand of G.’ M. Cartault shows a constant inability to realise that one is not 
bound to reject a good reading simply because its authority is bad. He con- 
tinues: ‘qui n'a été imaginée que pour faire disparaitre un sens qu’on trouvait 
libre.” If this was the object of the alteration, it has been accomplished with 
a vengeance: for it has left the line devoid of even any appearance of meaning. 


What the ‘free meaning’ is and how it is to be extracted from the MS. reading, 
M. Cartault omits to explain; but a reason for my error he can at once supply. 
‘La pudique Albion rivalise ict avec la vertueuse Germanie.’ This interesting 
point of national psychology I cannot unhappily examine, as I do not see how 
a discussion of ‘la pudeur germanique,’! or of the French quality with which M. 
Cartault tacitly contrasts it, will help the interpretation of Tibullus. But I will 
try, at some risk to myself I fear, to divine the nature of the ‘sens’ which M. 
Cartault would find in the words. He may take them to mean that the poor 
lover may use the houses of his friends as Catullus used the house of Allius 
‘isque domum nobis isque dedit dominam | ad quam communes exerceremus amores’ 
(Cat. 68. 69 sq.). OR he may suppose that the poor lover takes his lady love to 
his friends’ houses to oblige these friends, as in Horace, S. ii. 5. 75, Tiresias 
advises Ulysses, now turning professional captator, to do with Penelope. ‘scortator 
erit? caue te rogct; ultro | Benelopam facilis potiori trade.’ I fear I must still 
hold that neither of these senses, however recommended by its ‘freedom,’ is in the 
slightest degree germane to the passage, which describes the humble and even 
menial offices that a poor lover will, and a rich lover will not, perform for his 
mistress. These do not differ in kind from those which a fatronus sometimes 
expected from his client, and which Martial tells Candidus Ae cannot rendcr, but 
his /tbertus can. And one of them is exactly the same. Compare 63 sq. with 
Martial iii. 46, 5 ‘2 ¢urdam incidcris, cunctos umbone repellet: | inualidum est nobis 
ingenuumque latus.’ 


The importance of Professor Cartault’s book as a record and an estimate 
of nineteenth century work upon Tibullus makes it incumbent on me to 
remove some misconceptions in it that affect me personally: nor must I 
allow the compliment of ‘homme de godt’ (p. 323) to divert me from 
this task. 

His estimate of my Oxford text of Tibullus is more favourable than I could 


1Compare p. 84, where it is said with more reason to have led Voss into error. 
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expect from a scholar whose critical standpoint is, I fancy, a good deal removed 
from my own. But he has not altogether succeeded in comprehending its character. 
This is in part, I fear, my own fault. For indulging a propensity which was 
the cause of my illustrious countryman Defoe being immured in gaol by his 
own supporters, and which has ere now created perplexity in my reviewers, I 
wrote in p. viii of my praefatzo. 


De caelo descendisse iam illud uolgo uidetur: standum codtcitbus. adiciunt prudentiores 
modo st bonis et in re incerta. ego uero qui haud paullo audacior sum etiam fesstmis in- 
quam et uel in re manifesta. 


This ironical description of the réle of ‘conservateur’ which the condition of 
the text and the plan of the series had imposed upon me did not deceive 
Mr. B. O. Foster (Classical Philology, July, 1907), but M. Cartault has taken it 
au grand sérieux: 


Les principes de sa critique sont u/tra-conservateurs,! ce qui est assez inattendu pour 
les lecteurs de ses Tibulliana (p. 540), 


and he complains that I have deceived the public: ‘II n’a donc pas tenu la 
promesse faite dans sa Préface’ (p. 541 n.). 

In another respect, of more moment practically, he has failed to: understand 
me. He has not noticed the remark about my sparing use of the obelus in 
corrupt passages (‘quid enim legentium attinebat una opera oculos laedere, 
intellectum non iuuare?’) or my caution to the reader to keep a careful eye on 
the adnotatio critica in such passages (ib.). Accordingly he charges me with 
approving of some readings, like percussisque (I. x. 37), which I think very doubtful, 
and of others which I regard as impossible, such as ‘ pontus confunditur, Pan. 173, 
where my note runs ‘scribendum uidetur neptunus finditur.* 

In addition to the Oxford text I have published, in 1903, a volume of selections 
comprising considerably more than half of the elegiac verse in the Corpus 
Tibullianum and a small portion of the Panegyric. In preparing this I had two 
ends in view—to further the study in English schools of an unjustly neglected 
Latin author whose simple and unaffected style makes him specially suited to the 
needs of a beginner—and to do something, if I could, towards ‘the removal of the 
literary and critical difficulties connected with his poems which tax the resources 
of maturer scholarship. The first was an illusion of which I was quickly 
disabused. The classical schoolmasters and schoolmistresses of Britain regard 
themselves as professionally incapacitated for reading or teaching in a book that 
is not prescribed for examination. It has been reserved to M. Cartault to 
dispose of my second aspiration. Had he merely ignored the Selections, I could 
not have complained: they would have been offered up on the altar of his 
plan with the anthologies of Jacoby, Schulze, Ramsay, Carter and others. But 
he has declared them to be a figment of Herr Schulze’s brain. 


1 My italics. edition of Lygdamus etc. (1906) reads ‘ pontus pro- 
*Compare C/. Rev. xix. 214. Némethy in his  scinditur,’ which may be right. 
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‘K. P. Schulze constate que Némethy a souvent copié Dissen sans le dire . . . Il 
s'est souve’ servi du Tibulle de Postgate (je crois gue Schulze confond avec les Tibulliana? 
du méme auteur)’ (p. 532). 


T..:. inadvertence is the more surprising, as on p. viii of my praefatio, from which, 
as we have seen, M. Cartault quotes, there is a footnote containing; four distinct 
references to Selections from Tibullus (1903). M. Cartault’s error will do me 
some injustice. A reader would naturally suppose that what is attributed to me 
in his book was what I held at the time of its publication ; and so, if for example 
he desires to examine the grounds upon which I still decline to believe that 
III. xix. (IV. xiii.) was written by Tibullus, he will be referred to an exposition 
twenty-three years out of date.” 

Though upon this particular point I despair of changing M. Cartault’s opinion, 
I should have been glad to read his judgment of other discussions in the little 
volume, such as those relating to the station and identity of Lygdamus, the 
literary history of the third book and the actual character of our traditional text. 

I hope that the freedom with which I have criticised some of M. Cartault’s 
propositions and interpretations will not convey to him the impression that I 
undervalue the service that he has rendered to the students and the study of 
Tibullus. He has done a good work and one which I trust he will continue. I 
regret that several causes have conspired to delay the appearance of this 
notice. The sole one that need here be mentioned is the sewing of the volume, 
which fell to pieces almost the moment that it came into my hands. 

J. P. POSTGATE. 


Italics are mine. The 7tbud/iana are the separate *Had M. Cartault read the Appendix to the 


papers noticed by M. Cartault on p. 429 and else- Selections (p. 191) which deals with this topic he 
where. I have quoted the words as they stand in would have been able to make good an omission in 
the printed text. On p. 1741. 4 ‘il doivent’ makes his notice of Fritzsche’s dissertation, p. 274. 
another sentence ungrammatical. 
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The Stele Inscription in the Roman Forum, Part //., Minton Warren. Contributions 
to the Study of Homeric Metre, George Melville Bolling. On Sundry Confixes, Edwin 
W. Fay. ‘Eorws or ‘Eords, Samuel Grant Oliphant. Jmnscriptions in Athens, David M. 
Robinson. Zemporal Clauses in Cicero’s Epistles, R. B. Steele. A New Stale Divinity, 
Harry Langford Wilson. Reviews and Book Notices: Murray, Bradley & Craigie’s A New 
English Dictionary, James M. Garnett. Schofield’s English Literature, George L. Hamilton. 
Summaries. of Periodicals. Brief Mention: Cook Wilson’s D. 3B. Monro, Lady Jebb’s 
Life of Jebb, Jebb’s Essays and Addresses, Verrall upon Jebb, H. Richards’s Motes on 
Xenophon and Others, Tebtunis Papyri vol. 2, and Stahl’s Syntax des griechischen Verbums 
der klassischen Zeit, the Editor. Seasickness in Antiquity, A. W. van B. Etymological 
Notes, E. W. F. Obituary Notice: Minton Warren, Kirby Flower Smith. 


Vol. 29. No. 1. 1908. 

Virgil’s Georgics and the British Poets, Wilfred P. Mustard. Duplication Mechanics 
in Samoan and their Functional Values, William Churchill. Notes and Queries on 
Utopias in FPlautus, Henry W. Prescott. Sigmatism in Greek Dramatic Poetry, John 
A. Scott. Zhe Etymology of rpexBus, Maurice Bloomfield. Fe/spar > Feldspar, Persifor 
Frazer. Reviews and Book Notices: Bennett’s Latin Language, Truman Michelson. 
Farnell’s Cults of the Greek States, David M. Robinson. Summaries of Periodicals: 
raparAnpwua, B. L. G(ildersleeve). [On Eupolis af. Poll. 10. 136. The three PeAovac 
of the branding mean A, ze. dparérns]. Brief Mention: Doctoral Dissertations, tribute 
to T. D. Seymour’s memory, Pindarica: by the Editor. 


Classical Philology. Vol. 3. No. 1. 1908. 

The Semantics of Modal Constructions, ii., Tenney Frank. Some Spurtous Inscriptions 
and their Authors, Frank Frost Abbott. Zhe Verbs deipw, aipw and apyvpar, Norman 
W. De Witt. Zhe Word-Group Accent in Latin Hexameter, Albert Granger Harkness. 
The Point of an Emperors Jest, Duane Reed Stuart. Zhe Ara Martis, Samuel Ball Platner. 
Greek and Latin Etymologies, Francis A. Wood. Notes and Discussions: Noses on the 
Monumentum Ancyranum, Charles Hoeing. Notes to Homer, John A. Scott. TZaatus, 
Annales i. 28. 1, F. W. Shipley. Votes on the Text of Alanous’ Eioaywyy, Paul Shorey. 
Accent in Latin, J. P. Postgate. Comment on Professor Postgate’s Note, Frank Frost 
Abbott. An Emendation of Aclian, Mepi Zqwv viii. 1. 5, Paul Shorey. Book Reviews: 
Hoffmann’s Die Makedonen, thre Sprache und thr Volkstum, C. D. Buck. Bréal’s Pour 
mieux connaitre Homere, T. D. Seymour. Knoke’s Begriff der Tragodie nach Aristoteles, 
W.S. Milner. Beare’s Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition from Alcmacon to Aristotle, 
W. A. Heidel. L. Hahn’s Rom und Romanismus in griechischromischen Osten, J. C. Rolfe. 
Fairbanks’s Mythology of Greece and Rome, G. Showerman. Kunze’s Die Germanen in der 
antiken Literatur, B. Terry. Elderkin’s Aspects of the Speech in the Later Greek Epic, G. W. 
Paschal. Legras’s Etude sur la Thébaide de Stace, John M. Burnam. C. N. Smiley’s 
Latinitas and éX\XAnvipds, E. K. Rand. Lanciani’s Golden Days of the Renaissance in 
Rome from the Pontificate of Julius Il. to that of Paul sll, S. B. Platner. Mahaffy’s 
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Silver Age of the Greek World, W. S. Ferguson. 
hellenistischen Aegypten, J. H. Breasted. Drumann’s Geschichte Roms (ed. P. Groebe), 
vol. i., F. F. Abbott. Clark’s Ascontus and C. D. Fisher’s Zacitus Annales, J. C. Rolfe 
Crumley’s Social Standing of Freedmen as Indicated in the Latin Writers, preceded by 
a discussion of the use and meaning of the words \ibertus and libertinus, Part I., C. H. Moore. 
Muelder’s Homer und die altionische Elegie, J. A. Scott. Plenkers’s Untersuchungen cur 
Ceberlicferungsgeschichte der altesten lateinischen Monchsregeln, E. K. Rand. Ross’s Aristotle, 
de Sensu et de Memoria, P. Shorey. Katharine von Garnier’s Die Prapositionen als sinn- 
verstarkendes Prafix im Rigveda, in den homerischen Gedichten und in den Lustspielen des 
Plautus und Terenz, Ivy Kellerman. L. T. Richardson’s Horace’s Alcaic Stanza, T. D. 
Goodell. 


W. Otto’s Priester und Tempel im 


Ciassical Philology. Vol. 3. No. 2. 1908. 

When did Caesar write his Commentaries on the Civil War? W. Warde Fowler. 
The « yap Wishes, Geneva Misener. Zhe Misston of Agrippa to the Orient in 23 B.., 
David Magie, jun. Notes on Latin Synizesis, Robert S. Radford. Zhe Legal Setting of 
Plato's Apology, Robert J. Bonner. Zhe Substantive si-clause H. C. Nutting. On the 
Pronominal Use of 6 avros in Plato, J. Elmore. The Bodleian MS. of the Notitia, 
Elmer Truesdell Merrill. Obituaries: Thomas Day Seymour, J. W. W(hite); Minton 
Warren, G. L. Hendrickson. Notes and Discussions: Varia, Paul Shorey. Zhe New 
Fragments of Menander, Henry W. Prescott. Zhe Latin Grammarians and the Latin 
Accent, B. O. Foster. Comment on Professor Foster's Note, Frank Frost Abbott. Caesar 
Bell. Gall. vi. 30. 4 Again, Walter Dennison. Transposition Variants in Cicero's Pro 
Cluentio, W. Peterson. Book Reviews: Mackail’s Select Eptgrams from the Greek 
Anthology, A. T. Murray. Barker’s Political Thought of Plato and Aristotl, Paul Shorey. 
Bondurant’s D. Junius Brutus Albinus, Henry A. Sanders. Hope’s Language of Parody, 
C. F. S(mith). Tucker’s Frogs of Aristophanes, L. L. Forman. Mrs. Wright's Short 
History of Greek Literature, Harold N. Fowler. Wecklein’s Ausgewahlte Tragéidien 
des Euripides, Edward Capps. Adams's Selected Speeches of Lysias, W. R. Bridgman. 
Rankin’s Réle of the payepor in the Life of the Ancient Greeks, Charles W. Peppler. 
De Witt’s Zhe Dido Episode in the Aeneid, H. R. Fairclough. Behn’s Die ficoronische 
Cista, and Altmann’s Die rémischen Grabaltare der Kaiserseit, F. B. Tarbell. Olcott’s 
Dictionary of Latin Inscriptions, Walter Dennison. 


Revue de Philologie. Vol. 3r. 
Aeschylus Eum. 238, H. Weil. 


No. 4. 1907. 

L. mpocrerpiyspevov tapos. The Perfect in -ere in 
Plautus, Louis Havet. Plautus uses -erwnt except where he requires a short vowel 
or elidible ending. Motes on Prosody ( peciilatus ; virile sécus) and on novicius, multicius, 
the same. Zhe Hibeh Musical Papyrus, C. E. Ruelle. It is probably the work of 
Hippias of I-lis. The text is reprinted with comments and translations. A work of 
Fulgentius, the Donatist, Paul Monceaux. An attempted reconstitution. Zhe Zransforma- 
trons of the Aera Alexandrina Minor, D. Serruys. Three different eras are distinguished. 
Observations on LPlautus, Curc. 10-11, 15-17, 21-2, 26, 27-8, 37-8, 39-41, 43, 46, 59-62, 
76-80, 883 (and 71), 96, 110-1, 116 and 118, 123-4, 125-7, 129-132, 138 Sgg., 142, 175-7) 
189, 219, 271, 351-2, 381-2, 438, (486), 537, 547-8, 554, 567, 614, 618, Louis Havet. 
Aaipyys, Jean Lesquier. Critical Notes on the New Fragments of Menander, Jules Nicole. 
Bulletin Bibliographique. 


Rivista di Filologia e d'Istruzione Classica. Vol. 35. 1907. 


Leopardi the Hellenist, Giovanni Setti. Chiefly fragments of translations by the poet 
from’ Greek Verse and Prose Writings. Determinations of Hellenistic Chronology, Umberto 
Mago. I. Date of the arrival of Antiochus (Epiphanes) son of Antiochus III. in Rome. 
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[t was not earlier than 188 B.c. II. On the number and dates of his expeditions in person 
to Jerusalem. The first took place at the earliest after the beginning of 169 and at the 
latest before the spring of 168; and the second in the second half of 168. On Hesiod, 
Op.e¢ D. 179-181 (to be placed after 201), and on Aesch. Pers. 280 (rAayxrois ev durAdxeror 
refers to the enfolding waters of the sea), Dario Arfelli. Critical Notes on the Appendix 
Vergiliana, Ettore Bignone. 1. On the epigram to Tucca. 2. On Moretum 60. For 
heros read Aorto. 3. In Lydta 40 read ‘inque vicem Phoebus currens ¢/fa¢ aureus orbis.’ 
Reviews: Schanz’s Geschichte der rimischen Litteratur, 1. i. (ed. 3), Antonio Cima. Colin’s 
Le culte d’ Apollon Pythien a Athénes, Kroll’s Catalogus astrologorum Graecorum, Romizi’s 
Compendio di storia della /etteratura greca, and Cumont's Les religions ortentales dans le 
paganisme romain, Domenico Bassi. Diels’s Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (1.) and 
A. B. Hersman’s Studies in Greek allegorical interpretation, Aurelio Covotti. Pierleoni’s 
Xenophontis Opuscula, Filippo Caccialanza. Hope’s Language of Parody, Giorgio Pasquali. 
Nottola’s Agricola of Tasttus, Santi Consoli. Summaries of periodicals. 


Vol. 36. No. 1. 

The Criticism and the Problem of Dictys in the Light of the lest MS., Vincenzo 
Ussani. (CC. Annibaldi’s recent work, Z’Agricola e la Germania di Cornelio Tacito nel 
ms. Latino n. 8 dalla biblioteca del conte G. Balleanit in Tesi is of considerable 
importance for the criticism of Dictys Cretensis, as is shown by a detailed examination. 
An appendix refers to the fragments in Vol. 2 of the Zedtunis Papyri. Emendations 
in the Text of the Ciris, Gaetano Curcio. Serviana, Carolus Pascal. Proverbia Senecae, 
Carlo Pascal. Forty aphorisms drawn from Seneca, a pseudo-Seneca and Publius Syrus 
are printed from a 13th century MS. in the Ambrosian library. Zhe Sources and 
Composition of the Thyestes of Seneca, Concetto Marchesi. Obligations of the Zhyestes 
to: I. The other Tragedies of Seneca; II. The Moral Works; III. Greek and Latin 
Tragedy; IV. Homer, Virgil, Ovid, Horace, Tibullus, etc. Votes on Flautus (Aul. 
324 sg., 406 sg., 430, Ps. 795 sgg.), Aurelio-Giuseppe Amatucci. ere perennius (Horace 
III. 30. 1), Achille Cosattini. Refers to bronze statues. Votes on Euripides (Alc. 164 5¢., 
311 sg.), the same. Zama insula (Livy 32. 16. 1-4), Vincenzo Costanzi. Glareanus’s 
Zacynthum is to be accepted. On the Comparative Suffixes. Lat. -tor, -tus; Gk. -wwv, -tov ; 
Skt. -i-ydn, -i-yas, Oreste Nazari. The nom. of all the languages can be explained from a 
form -ijons. The weak form is -igos-. Gk. -vov- (for -to(7), and Lat. -z0s- (-ior-) are 
on the analogy of the noun. Zhe Genitive Sing. -is -ius in the Latin pronominal 
declension, the same. Ji/ius, etc., like cuius may be adjectives. Quintiilian Il. 16. 5 
and IV. 1. 8, Luigi Bucciarelli. (Apropos of Dalmatian and Latin, M. G. Bartoli.) 
Reviews: Firmani’s Zactti Germania, Vincenzo Ussani. Lindsay’s Plautt Comoediae and 
Giorni’s Za Vita det Romani descritta dagli antichi, Aurelio-Giuseppe Amatucci. 
Jacoby’s Dionysius Halicarnassensis, (Vol. 4). D. M. Robinson’s Ancent Sinope. 
Shawger’s Menexenus of Plato, Fischer’s Diodorus (Vol. 4), Bréal’s Pour mieux connaitre 
Homere, Biass’s Andocides, Biittner-Wobst’s and A. G. Roos’s Excerpta de Virtutibus 
et de Vitiis and Boissevain’s Excerpta de Sententiis, C. O. Zuretti. Colasanti’s Freged/ae, 
Pirro’s Palepoli e Napoli, G. Grasso. Cinquini’s Zid. V. dell’ Odissea, Augusto Romizi. 
Gruppe’s Griech. Mythologie and Arnim’s Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, G. Fraccaroli. 
Fisher's Zaciti Annales, Schneider’s Bellum Africanum and Skutsch’s Gallus und Vergil, 
Concetto Marchesi. Dalmasso’s La Grammatica di C. Svetonio Tranquillo and Rasi’s Le 
satire di Q. Orazio Flacco, Giovanni Ferrara. Graziani’s Z: Livio: i 23 étbro, Pietro 
Parducci. Costanzi’s Saggio di Storia ‘Tessalica (/.), Columba’s 2 Ports di Sicha, 
Solari’s Ricerche Spartane and Cantarelli’s Za serie dei prefetti di LEgitto (/.), Carolina 
Lanzani. Crescimanno’s Moretum (Italian translation), Ettore De Marchi. Bruno's Za 
terza ‘guerra Sannitica, Salvioli’s Le Capitalisme dans le Monde Antique (French trans. 
by Bonnet), R. J. Bonner’s Evidence in Athenian Courts and Lehmann’s Die Angriffe 


1908. 
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der Barkiden auf /talten, Vincenzo Costanzi. Stampini’s Za Metrica di Orazio, Augusto 
Balsamo. Summaries of Periodicals, Domenico Bassi. 


Wochenschrift fur klassische Philologie. 1908. 

3 Jan. O. Schrader, Sprachvergletchung und Urgeschichte. 3. Aufl. II. 1. Die Metall. 
2. Dre Urzett (O. Weise), very favourable. A. Cuny, Le ombre Duel en Grec (Bartholomae). 
‘Valuable for the collection of material.’ M. Lambertz, Die griechischen Sklavennamen (R. 
Meister), favourable. Luctanus, ed. Nils Nilén. I, 1 (W. Gemoll), favourable. D. Philios, 
Eleusis (O. Kern), favourable. Th. A. Ippen, Skutari und die Nordalbanische Kiistenebene 
(J. Partsch), favourable. G. W. Botsford, Zhe social composition of the primitive Roman 
populus (B. Kiibler), favourable. G. L. Hendrickson, Zhe De Anadlogia of Julius Caesar (J. 
Tolkiehn), favourable on the whole. E. Lofstedt, Die neue Dictyshandschrift (M. Thin). 
B. Filow, Die Legtonen der Provinz Moesta von Augustus bis auf Diokletian (ed. Wolff), very 
favourable. 

10 Jan. Homers Odyssee, iibersetzt von J. H. Voss, bearb. von B. Kuttner. 4. Aufl. 
(L. Weber). Dze Odyssee, nachgebildet in achtzeiligen jamb. Strophen von H. v. Schelling. 
2. Aufl. (L. Weber). R. Johannes, De studio venandt apud Graecos et Romanos (O. Giithling), 
favourable. Manzilit Astronomica, ed. Th. Breiter. I. Carmina (M. Manitius), favourable. 
Quintiliant Institutionis oratoriae libri xii, ed. L. Radermacher. Pars I libros i-vi 
continens (W. Gemoll), very favourable. Symdole der alten Kirche, ausgewahlt von H. 
Lietzmann (J. Draseke), favourable. 

17. Jan. K. Brugmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der indogermanischen 
Sprachen. Zweite Bearb. II. Lehre von den Wortformen und threm Gebrauch. 1. Teil. 
Allgemeines, Zusammensetzung, Nominalstamme (Bartholomae). P. Wahrmann, Prolegomena 
su einer Geschichte der griechischen Dialekte im Zeitalter des Hellenismus (R. Meister), favour- 
able. Dioscuridis de materia medica libri V, ed. M. Wellmann. Vol. I, libri I et II (R. 
Fuchs), favourable. W. Isleib, De Senecae dialogo XJ (J. Tolkiehn), favourable. P. 
Koschaker, Zranslatio tudicit (Grupe), favourable. C. Patsch, Zur Geschichte und Topo- 
graphie von Narona (M. thm). Der Obergermanisch-Ratische Limes des Rémerretches, 
herausg. von O. v. Sarwey und E. Fabricius. Lief. 29 (M. Ihm). 

24. Jan. Aijschylos, Die Eumeniden. Erklar. Ausg. von Fr. Blass (K. Busche). 
‘Valuable for the commentary.’ A. Martin, Votes sur Jl ostracisme dans Athénes (G. 
Schneider), very favourable. Bruckmann’s Wandbilder antiker Plastik (A. Trendelenburg), 
favourable. Exploration archéologique de Rhodes par Chr. Blinkenberg und K.-F. Kinch 
(W. Larfeld). Th. Mommsen, Gesammelte Schriften. III. /Juristische Schriften, 3 Band. 
IV. Historische Schriften, 1. Band (E. Kornemann). P. Monceaux, Enguéte sur 1’ épigraphie 
chrétienne d’ Afrique (C. Weyman). ‘A careful publication.’ L. Weigl, Johannes Kamateros, 
EKicaywyy aotpovopias (G. Wartenberg), favourable. 

31 Jan. J. Prasek, Geschichte der Meder und Perser bis sur makedonischen Eroberung. 
I. Geschichte der Meder und des Reichs der Lander (A. Sanda), favourable. Euripide, 
Iphigénie en Tauride, par H. Weil. 3e éd. (K. Busche). P. Graindor, Les foutlles de Ténos en 
1905 (W. Larfeld), favourable. S. Chabert, Histoire sommaire des ¢ludes dépigraphie grecque 
(W. Larfeld), very favourable. AcAriov rs ev “AApupp diAapyxaiou éraipeias “OOpvos, VI. 
1903-1905 (O. Kern). L. Castiglioni, Studi alessandrint. 1. Arianna e Teseo (H. Steuding), 
favourable on the whole. J. G. Mahaffy, Zhe silver age of the Greek world (J. Ziehen), 
favourable. Winter, De edispsi verbi esse apud Catullum, Vergilium, Ovidium, Statium, 
Juvenalem obvia capita duo (K. P. Schulze), favourable. H. Kleingiinther, Zextkritische und 
exegetische Bettrage sum astrologischen Lehrgedicht der sogenannten Manilius (M. Manitius), 
favourable. A. Siegmund, Zur Texteskritik der Tragddie Octavia (W. Gemoll), favourable. 
P. Lehmann, Franascus Modius als Handschriftenforscher (M. Manitius). 

7 Feb. A. Aravindinos, ’AcxAyjmios xai ’AoxAnriea (R. Fuchs), favourable.  V. 
Chapot, Stleucte de Pitrie (P. Goessler), unfavourable. Biblioteca ai geografica storica pubblic. 
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sotto la direzione di G. Beloch. G. Colasanti, Freve//ae, G. Colasanti, Pinna, E. Grossi, 
Aguinum, N. Jacobone, Canosa antica, J. Raimondi, Frentant, E. Melchiori, Forum novum 
in Sabina (H. Nissen), rather unfavourable. Scholia in Ciceronis orationes Bobiensia, ed. P. 
Hildebrandt (B. Schilling), unfavourable. L. Maccari, De Ovidit Metamorphoseon distichis and 
Osservaziont ad Orazio (K. P. Schulze), favourable. 

14 Feb. R. Kekule v. Stradonitz, Die yriechische Skulptur. 2. Aufl. (A. Trendelen- 
burg), very favourable. A. Vogliano, Ricerche sopra lottavo mimtiambo di Heroda (J. Sitzler), 
favourable. G. Seydel, Symdolae ad doctrinae Graecorum harmonicae historiam (H. G.), 
favourable. E. Getzlaff, Quaestiones Babrianae et /seudo-Dositheanae (Ficus), favourable. 
M. Schanz, Geschichte der romischen Literatur. 1, 1. Von den Anfangen der Literatur bis zum 
Ausgang der Bundesgenossenkrieges. 3. Aufl. (Fr. Harder), very favourable. L. Laurand, 
De M. Tullit Ciceronis studiis rhetoricis (May), favourable. L. Traube, omina sacra 
(M. Manitius), very favourable. 

21 Feb. D. Milder, Homer und die altionische Elegie (J. Sitzler), unfavourable. J. E. 
Harry, Problems in the Prometheus (W. Nestle), favourable. S. Haupt, Lsposetion der 
Aristotelischen Theorte des Dramas und Erklirung einiger Hauptpunkte derselben. Dazu 
Erklirung einiger Verse aus Sophokles und Euripides (Chr. Muff), favourable. L. Legras, 
Etude sur la Thébaide de Stace (R. Helm), favourable on the whole. Allgemeines Lexikon 
der bildenden Kiinstler von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart, herausg. von U. Thieme und F. 
Becker. I. (A. Brueckner). 

28 Feb. L. Adam, Uber die Unsicherheit literarischen Eigentums bei den Griechen und 
Rimern (C. Rothe), unfavourable. W. Schultz, Studien zur antiken Kultur. Il. III. 
Altionische Mystik. 1. Halfte (A. Déring), rather unfavourable. A. Aravindinos, “AcxAjmos 
xai ’"AoxAnmiea (G. Wartenberg), favourable. G. Kuhlmann, De poetae et poematis Graeco- 
rum appellationibus (J. Sitzler), favourable. A. Patin, Der /ucidus ordo des Horatius (Petri), 
unfavourable. Fr. Orlando, Ze /etture pubbliche in Roma imperiale (J. Ziehen). ‘ Does not 
add to our knowledge.’ C. F. Lehmann-Haupt, AMaterialien zur alteren Geschichte Armeniens 
und Mesopotamiens (J. V. PraSek), favourable. F. A. Wolfs Briefe an Goethe, herausg. von 
S. Reiter and S. Reiter, # A. Wolf und D. Ruhnkentus (D.). 

6 Mar. H. Nissen, Orientation II. (F. K. Ginzel). ‘An interesting study.’ R. 
Hildebrand, Recht und Sitte auf den primitiveren wirtschaftlichen Kulturstufen. 2. Aufl. 
(O. Kraus), very favourable. L. Legras, Zes Puniques et la Thébaide (R. Helm), unfavour- 
able. Zettschrift fur Geschichte der Architektur (C. Watzinger). 

13 Mar. Berliner Klassikertexte. V,1. Griechische Dichterfrazmente. Erste Halfte: 
Epische und elegische Fragmente, bearb. von W. Schubart und U. von Wilamowitz-Moellen- 
dorff. Mit einem Beitrage von Fr. Biicheler (K F. W. Schmidt) I. W. Hoffmann, Das 
literdrische Portrait Alexanders des Grossen (W. Gemoll), favourable. H. W. Prescott, Some 
phases of the relation of thought to verse in Plautus (H. G.), favourable. P. Fraccaro, Studs 
Varroniant: De gente populs Romani ltbri JV (T. S.), favourable. 

20 Mar. J. Nicole, L’apologie d’Antiphon d apres les fragments inédits sur papyrus 
@' Egypte (H. Gillischewski), favourable. W. Capelle, Die Schrift von der Welt (A. Doring), 
rather unfavourable. Serliner Klassthertexte. VV, 1. Uriechische Dichterfragmente. Erste 
Halfte: Lpische und elegische Fragmente, bearb. von W. Schubart und U. v. Wilamowitz- 
Moellendorff. Mit einem Beitrage von Fr. Biicheler (K. F. W. Schmidt) II, very favour- 
able. R. Wiinsch, Antike Fluchtafeln (M. Niedermann), favourable. /uvenes dum sumus. 
Aufsitze zur klassischen Altertumswissenschaft, der 49. Sammlung deutscher Philologen 
dargebracht von Mitgliedern des Basler klassisch-philologischen Seminars (W. Gemoll). 

27 Mar. F. Stiirmer, Griechische Lautlehre auf etymologischer Grundlage (Bartholomae), 
unfavourable. L. Laurand, Zétuaes sur le style des discours de Cictron avec une esquisse de 
Phistoire du Cursus (May), favourable. Zusebius Werke. 1. Die Kirchengeschichte, bearb. 
von. Ed. Schwartz. Die /ateinische Ubersetsung von Rufinus, bearb. von Th. Mommsen. 
2 Teil. Die Biicher VI-X (J. Draseke). ‘A monumental edition.’ 
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3 April. J. P. Mahaffy, Ramdles and Studies in Greece. 5th edition (G. Wartenberg), 
favourable. G. Albert, Dre platonische Zahl als Prazessionszahl (3600-2592) und thre 
Konstruktion (G. Lehnert), very favourable. L. v. Sybel, CAristiiche Antike and Die 
klassiche Archdologte und dte altchristiiche Kunst (|. Ziehen), very favourable. 

10 April. W. Lubke, Dre Xunst des Altertums. 14. Aufl. von M. Semrau (A, 
Trendelenburg), favourable. A. Mentz, Geschichte und Systeme der griechischen Tachy- 
graphie (R. Fuchs), very favourable. H. F. Allen, Zhe infinitive in Ffolybios 
compared with the infinitive in biblical Greek (H. Gillischewski), favourable. W, 
Altmann, Die italischen Rundbauten (H. Lucas), unfavourable. J. W. Beck, Horazstudien 
(J. Bick), favourable. 

17 April. Berliner Klassthkertexte. V, 2. Grtiechische Dichterfragmente. Zweite 
Halfte: Lyrische und dramatische Fragmente, bearb. von W. Schubart und U. von 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (K. F. W. Schmidt) I. G. F. Hill, Sources for Greek History 
between the Persian and feloponnesian wars, 2 ed. (Schneider), favourable. Fr. Stein, 
De frocli chrestomathia grammatica quaestiones selectae (G. Lehnert), favourable. C. 
Marchesi, // TZieste di L. Anneo Seneca. Saggio critico e traduzione (W. Gemoll), 
unfavourable. N. Pirrone, Codices latini, gui in publica bybliotheca Drepanenst adservantur 
(W. Heraeus). G. Korting, Laternisch romanisches Worterbuch. 3. Aufl. (H. Ziemer), 
‘Indispensable for all Romance studies. K. Baedeker, Gvrtechenland. Handbuch fiir 
Reisende. 5. Aufl. (G. Wartenburg), favourable. 

24 April. E. Littmann, Semitic inscriptions (M. Sobernheim), favourable. Serliner 
Kiassthkertexte. VV, 2. Griechische Dichterfragmente. Zweite Halfte: Lyrische und 
dramatische Fragmente, bearb. von W. Schubart und U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 
(K. F. W. Schmidt), very favourable. P. Wendland, Dre hellentstisch-romische Kultur in 
thren Beztehungen cu Judentum und Christntum (W. Soltan), favourable. E. F., 
Thompson, Meravoew and petrapedXe in Greek literature until 100 A.D. (J. Draseke), 
favourable. H. L. Cleasby, Zhe /edea of Seneca (W. Gemoll), favourable. M. Leky, 
De syntaxt Apuletana (C. Stegmann), very favourable. M. H. Omont, otice sur le 
manuscrit latin 886 des nouvelles acquisitions de la Bibliotheque Nationale (W. Heraeus). 

1 May. H. C. Butter, Architecture and other arts. Part Il. of the publications of 
an American archeological expedition to Syria. (M. Sobernheim), very favourable. 
H. Schiller, Bertrage zur Wiederherstellung der Odyssee (P. D. Ch. Hennings), favourable. 
Th. Sinko, De Gregortt Nazianzeni laudibus Macchabeorum (J. Draseke), favourable. 

8 May. Arrianit quae exstant omnia, ed. A. G. Roos. Vol. I. Alexandri anabasin 
continens (W. Gemoll), very favourable. C. F. W. Miller, Bemerkungen zum Dialogus 
des Lucttus, herausg. von J. Freund (C. John), favourable. 

15 May. O. Puchstein, Dye sonische Saule als klassisches Bauglied orientalischer 
Herkunft (B. Sauer), very favourable. G. W. Botsford, Some problems connected with 
the Roman gens (B. Kubler), unfavourable. J. Endt, Die Glossen der Vaticanus Latinus 
3257 (W. Heraeus). V. Ussani, Zatorno alla novissima edizione di Lucano (R. Helm), 
favourable. A. v. Domaszewski, Die Anlage der Limeskastelle (M. J.). 

22 May. Festschrift zur go. Versammlung deutscher Philologen in Basel 1907 (H. 
Schenkl). Sophokles, erklart von W. Schneidewin und A. Nauck. 7. Bandchen: 
Philoktetes. to. Aufl. von L. Radermacher (F. Adami), favourable. M. Rabenhorst, 
Der altere Plinius als Epitomator des Verrius Flaccus (F. Miinzer), rather unfavourable. 
R. Gottwald, De Gregorio Naztanzeno Platonico (J. Draseke), favourable. 

29 May. P. Masqueray, Euripide et ses idées (W. Nestle), favourable. Statist Thebass 
et Achillets, rec.-W. Garrod (R. Helm), favourable. W. M. Lindsay, Contractions in 
early Latin minuscule MSS. (M. Manitius). ‘A very useful hand-book.’ Evangelides, 
Adyos ravnyuptxos €is Tovs TpEis iepdpyas (J. Draseke), very favourable. 
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SUMMARIES OF PERIODICALS 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL. 


Journal of Hellenic Studies. Vol. 28. 1908. Part 1. 
. Mrs. S. A. Strong: Antiquities in the Collection of Sir F. Cook, Bt., at Doughty 
House, Richmond. (Twenty-four plates; twenty-four cuts.) 
2. Cecil Smith: Recent Additions to the Parthenon Sculptures. 
3. H. G. Evelyn-White: The Throne of Zeus at Olympia. 
4. C. H. Dodd: The Samians at Zancle-Messana. (Plate.) 
5. G. B. Grundy: The Pupulation and Policy of Sparta in the Fifth Century. 
6 
7 
8 


(Plate. ) 
(Three cuts.) 


. H. I. Bell: The Aphrodito Papyri. 


J. G. Milne: Relics of Graeco-Egyptian Schools. 
. S. Menardos: Where did Aphrodite find the body of Adonis? 
g. E. A. Gardner: A Statue from an Attic Tomb. (Three plates ; two cuts.) 
10. R. Burrows: Pylos and Sphacteria. 
11. F. Studniczka: Lost Fragments of the Iphigeneia group at Copenhagen. (Cut.) 
12. R. M. Dawkins: Archaeology in Greece—a correction. 


13. Notices of Books. 


American Journal of Archaeology. 1908. Part 1. 


. H. N. F.: Thomas Day Seymour (with portrait). 
. W. B. Dinsmoor: The Mausoleum at Halicarnassos. I. (Plate; seven cuts.) 
Discusses the system of proportions of the Ionic order in Asia Minor, especially as 
exemplified in the Mausoleum columns and entablature ; by deciding certain dimensions 
in a plan and elevation he proposes to effect a new restoration. 
3. F. W. Kelsey: Codrus’ Chiron and a painting from Herculaneum. (Cut.) 

The Chiron possessed by the Codrus of Juvenal’s third Satire was perhaps a repro- 
duction of the group in the Saepta at Rome (Pliny, #7... xxxvi. 29); the same type 
(Cheiron teaching the young Achilles the lyre) is reproduced in a painting found at 
Herculaneum in 1739. 

4. G. N. Olcott: Unpublished Latin Inscriptions. (Cut.) 

Publishes thirteen inscriptions, including a dedication to Fortuna Primigenia of 
Praeneste, an inscribed amphora forming a sepulchral urn, and others from Rome 
of less interest. 

5. D. M. Robinson: Fragment of a Panathenaic amphora with the name of the archon 

Neaechmus. 

A fragment found at Athens; may be dated 320-319 B.C. 
6. H. A. Sanders: New MSS. of the Bible from Eyypt. (Three plates; one cut.) 
7. F. Hauser: The heads of the ‘Scipio’ type. 

Brings forward evidence to confirm the identification as priests of Isis (Am. Jour. 
1905, p. 11). 

8. F. Studniczka: Lost fragments of a group representing Artemis and Iphigenia. (Cut.) 

9. The School of American Archaeology. 

10. Proceedings of the ninth general mecting of the Arch. Inst. of America, Chicago, 
lec. 27-30, 1907, with ubstracts of papers read. 

11. News of the Institute. 

12. Archaeological News, July-Dec. 1907, ed. J. M. Paton. 


Jahrbuch des deutschen archaeologischen Institutes. XXII. 1907. Part 4. 

1. G. Kawerau: An Ionic column from the Acropolis of Athens. (Plate; nine cuts.) 
A capital found in the excavations about 1886 was originally thought by Puchstein 
to be the carliest example of old Attic-lonic work; subsequently he changed his 
mind, but the writer reverts to the older view. He proposes a restoration of the 
column, and the plate shews the colouring of the capital, of which traces exist. 
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. F. Noack: The Walls of Athens. II. 
Continuation of former paper, describing results of investigation in walls of second f 
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M. Mayer: Askoi. (34 cuts.) 


Discusses the use of the vases known by this name, especially as exemplified in 
He distinguishes © 


Southern Italy, where they take the place of jugs for water or wine. 
eight main types of the askos, according to geographical distribution. 


. H. Thiersch: Gjélbaschi and Lycian Mutterrecht. 

While the eastern half of the herodn is devoted to the glorification of heroes, all 
the western half celebrates ‘the praise of virtuous women,’ who thus occupy the most f 
This bears out the existence of Mutterrecht } 
The hero6n may commemorate > 


prominent position, over the entrance. 
in Lycia, as hinted by Herodotus and other writers. 
the marriage of a Greek hero with a Lycian princess, the main idea of the sculpture 
being the contest for the possession of a woman. 
F. Behn: The ships of the Telephos frieze. (Seven cuts.) 

Important details of the form of the ships of the period are given in this frieze. 
E. Pridik: On C./.A. i. 450. (Cut.) 


Republishes with corrections an inscribed stone first made known in 1842, then | 


lost, and lately found again in the Hermitage at St. Petersburg. 
Anzeiger. (1) Excavations in Numantia (A. Schulten). Eight cuts. 
(2) Work of archaeological section of 49th Philological Meeting at Basel. 
(3) Notices. 
(4) Bibliography. 


Mitteilungen des k. deutschen arch. Instituts. XXXII. 1907. Heft 4. 
(Five plates ; forty cuts.) 


period near the Eridanos and Hill of the Nymphs; sums up chronological evidence 
from time of Peisistratos down to final alteration in third century of Roman Empire. 
Isolated finds include marbles from walls of Themistocles: funeral ste/e of man with 


head like that of the archaic Diskophoros, with archaic Gorgon in relief below, | 


resembling those on early Attic vases; marble tablet with archaic relief, and archaic 
Sphinx; pottery includes late Mycenaean ‘false amphora,’ parts of a proto-Attic 
deinos and of a R.F. ‘fish-plate,’ and a terra-cotta lamp in form of Eros with mask. 


. W. Vollgraff: Dionysos Fleuthereus. 
Introduction of this cult into Athens usually assigned to time of Peisistratos; but | 


the writer points out that Eleutherae did not belong to Attica until the Peloponnesian 
War, and it is natural to connect the introduction of the cult with the political 


transference of the city. There is no literary or epigraphical evidence of an earlier 


introduction ; on the contrary, it was associated with the cult of Asklepios, known to 
have been introduced in 420. The difficulty of the cultus-statue being by Alkamenes 
(Paus. i. 20, 3) is explained by assuming two sculptors of the name (this helps to 
explain the early character of the Hermes Propylaios). 


. W. Dérpfeld: Cretan Palaces. 


An answer to Mackenzie’s refutation of his earlier article (4.44. 1905, p. 257) 
maintaining two periods of Minoan art, Carian and Achaean. He defends the 
original view, dealing both with the question generally and with the individual 
testimony of Phaestos, Agia Triadha, Knossos, and Phylakopi. He dates the earlier 
or ‘Lykio-Karian’ palaces about 1800 (‘Middle Minoan II’), the later or Achaean 
about 1400 (between ‘Late Minoan’ I and II), the latter having been destroyed 
about 1100 in the Dorian invasion. 

Note on A.M. xxxi. p. 373 (G. Karo). 


H. B. W. 
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NUMISMATIC. 


Rivista italiana di numismatica. 
F. Gnecchi. JZ medagliont Diontsiact. 


Part 4. 1907. 

On Roman medallions of the Antonine period 
with types relating to Bacchus.—F. Gnecchi. J numeri J]-XVI/ sulle tessere di bronza. 
These numbers on tesserae may indicate their value in asses.—G. Pansa. La protome 
senile dell’ asse di Hatria. It is suggested that the bearded head on the odv. is that of 
the Sicilian god Hadranus (Adranus), and that the dog on the rev. is one of the animals 
attached to his temple.—E. Gohl, on coins (Augustus-Albinus) in the National Hungarian 
Museum at Budapest. 


Parts 1 and 2. 1908. 

E. Babelon. ote sur un poids Byzantin. A \ead weight for weighing refined gold, 
inscribed OBPYZON.—F. Gnecchi. Scavi di Roma nel 1907. Coins found in Rome, 
Augustus —Gallienus.—G. Dattari on the holes found in the centre of Ptolemaic bronze 
coins. —L. Laffranchi on coins of Valerian and Gallienus.—Dr. Eddé. es figures de face 
sur les monnaies antiques. Deals mainly with one of the gold ‘Aboukir medallions.’ 
Profile heads directed to the left are said to be much less common on coins than those 
turned to the right.—M. Bahrfeldt. On the find in Delos (1905) of legionary denarii of 
M. Antonius.—Serafini. Medagliont Capitoli. Some Roman medallions with very broad 
borders.—J. N. Svoronos. Monnaies inédites d’Athdnes et de Mytiline. On Athenian 
tetradrachms of the ‘new style.’ Gives also a list of the portraits of benefactors found on 
Imperial coins of Mytilene, including a new portrait, that of Deinomachus (time of 
Commodus), who is known from an inscription, and whose wife, Julia Prokla, and daughter, 
Flavia Nikomachis, were previously known from the coins of Mytilene and from the same 
inscription.—P. Orsi. ipostiglio ai medagliont di Pirro. A note on coins of Pyrrhus, 
king of Epirus, found in Italy at Locri Epizephyrii. 

Zeitschrift fur Numismatik. Vol. XXVI. 1907. Part 3. 

Haeberlin. Die jungste etruskische und die alteste rimische Goldprdgung. An im- 
portant article. —Sundwall. Uber eine neue attische Serie, Avoviovos—Anudorpatos. A 
drachm in the Berlin Museum belonging to the period after Sulla. It is of the latest 
Attic series of the new style.—Loebbecke. Zin Fund achatscher Bundesminsen. A 
hoard believed to have been discovered at Caserta, north of Naples, in 1889-90. It 
consists of 499 silver, all, with three exceptions, triobols, viz. -322 of the Achaean League, 
38 of Sicyon, 23 of Lacedaemon, 49 of Argos, etc., mostly of the third and second 
centuries B.c. There are a few fourth-century coins in the hoard, the date of the deposit 
of which is arc. B.c. 146.—Regling. Rdmischer Denarfund von Lengowo (Province of 
Posen). 215 denarii, Nero—M. Aurelius. 


Numismatische Zeitschrift. Volumes XXXIX. and XL. 1907. 
This instalment of the Vienna Zeitschrift consists of 224 pages entirely devoted toa 
most welcome index to the whole 28 volumes of the Zeitschrift. 


Journal international d’arch. numismatique. Vol. X. Parts 1-3. 1907. 

Svoronos. ‘Eppsovidos ‘AAs of éx TipuvOos xai ra vosiouara airav. The coins 
usually assigned to Tiryns are here ascribed with much better reason to the ‘AAceis of éx 
Tipvv80s.—Svoronos. Evpyya Lodixot ’Emdavpias. Coins of Alexander the Great, etc.— 
Svoronos. Mixpa rdpepya.—Svoronos. Acquisitions of the National Numismatic Museum, 
1906-7.—A. Blanchet. ‘Une monnaie de fer: Athénes ou Mégare?’ Describes a new 
example of a Greek coin struck in iron: ody. Horse, rev. Wheel.—Dieudonné. Les sigles 
litttrales des monnases d’ Antioche et autres villes de Syrie a lépoque impériale. The marks 
in question are numerals occurring on the coins of Antioch from Domitian to Caracalla. 
It is shown that these numerals cannot, or probably do not, indicate the regnal years of 
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Emperors, the order of issue, the month of issue, or the officinae, and it is suggested that 
they are the numbers attached to the different dies. 


Revue numismatique. Part 4. 1907. 

A. Sambon. Notes sur [histoire de fart en Campanie. On the coins of Cumae, 
Naples, etc.—A. Blanchet. Monnaies gauloises inédites.—Froehner. Contorniates. Two 
new specimens, one of them re-engraved in antiquity as a marriage-memorial. The 
enigmatic inscription NVSMAGCON MONIMVS on a well-known contorniate is interpreted 
Nus Mag ister) conmonimus = Nos magister (z.e. the magister iuventutis) commonemus; nous, le 
maitre, vous exhortons a faire ceci ou cela—Dieudonné. Select Greek coins in the French 
Collection. Sicily, Abacaenum-Eryx. 


Numismatic Chronicle. Part 4. 1907. 

F. A. Walters. arly bronze coins found in England. Describes a find made in 
1905 at Croydon of bronze coins, Claudius to M. Aurelius. The Britannia type is of 
frequent occurrence, and the writer suggests that it may have been specially employed for 
coins circulating in Britain.—P. H. Webb. The coinage of Carausius. This article is 
described as a ‘continuation,’ but I understand that it is also the concluding article of 
the series. —F. W. Hasluck. Cotn-col/ecting in Mysia. A brief note on coins of Apollonia 
ad Rhyndacum, etc. 


Part 1. 1908. 

A. C. Headlam. Some notes on Sicilian coins. §1. ‘An unpublished variety of a 
Syracusan tetradrachm.’ In the exergue is an olive-branch, a symbol which occurs also 
in the exergue of a coin of Gela. It is conjectured that this adjunct may refer to the 
peace-congress held at Gela in B.c. 424. §2. ‘The date of the signed tetradrachms,’ 
The year 420 B.c. is suggested as the probable date for the beginnings of the period of 
the finest art and of the coins with engravers’ signatures. A. Evans has proposed 440, 
Holm 430, and Head crc. 412. $3. ‘The coinage of Gelon and Hieron.’ The coinages 
of the three cities Syracuse, Gela and Leontini are maintained to be, in their origin, 
dynastic rather than civic issues: on the coins of all three cities Gelon impressed as the 
principal type a four-horse chariot. §4. ‘An undescribed copper coin of Syracuse.’ A 
bronze coin of fine style with the head of Pan and sev. Syrinx. ‘This coin, though not 
common, is not, as a matter of fact, ‘undescribed,’ for a specimen in the Fox collection 
was described and engraved by Salinas as far back as 1871 in a paper (er. dt Num. ih. 
p. 224) dealing with representations of Pan on Sicilian coins.—B. Roth. A darge hoard of 
gold and silver ancient British cotns of the PBrigantes found at South Ferriby, Lincolnshire, 
in 1906. The interest of this find must be regarded as mainly numismatic. None of the 
coins are inscribed, and the name of Cartismandua, already known from a silver coin 
previously found, is therefore lacking.—Mrs. K. Esdaile. ‘An unpublished medallion of 
the younger Faustina.’ The reverse shows a figure of Cybele seated. ‘The writer mentions 
in a foot-note that the medallion is, in Mr. Grueber’s opinion, of seventeenth century 
workmanship. It seems to me also undoubtedly not antique. ‘The same paper describes 
an interesting contorniate with a seated statue of Cybele in a temple, inscribed Main 
Deum Salvtari.—H. B. Earle-Fox. ‘The initial coinage of Corcyra.’ Early triobols, 
trihemiobols and obols (type, a cow’s head), usually assigned to Phocis, are probably to be 
transferred to Corcyra. The coinage of Phocis would thus begin about 450 B.c. May I 
remark that the brevity and business-like quality of this little note (printed in the 
‘Miscellanea’) are well worthy of imitation.—‘ Ancient British coins found with Roman 
coins’ (pp. 80, 81). ‘The ‘limsbury hoard, a.p. 1907, probably buried circ. A.D. 90, 
contained British bronze coins mixed with Imperial bronze coins.—Note on coins of 


Fausta and Helena. 
WarRwick WROTH. 
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